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SIR 


Cannot but think it proper to addreſs this my Defence 

to you, as you are the Perſon who left the Doctor's 

Letter with me ; and as you are eafily able to judge, 

by Circumſtances, of the Truth of ſome Matters of 
Fact, which I am forc'd to alledge in my own Vindication. 
And in the firſt Place I beg your Patience, while I clear my 
ſelf of ſome Reflections, which the Examiner is pleas'd to 
cait upon me. 

He reflects then on me, for ſaying, 1 thought bis Argu- 
ments were ſuch as deſerv'd no Anſwer, Exam. p. 4. But 
the xealon Why I ſaid fo, is obvious; The Diflenters are 
in abundance of things unfairly repreſented : Opinions, 
which they do not own, are firſt obtruded upon them, and 
then gravely confuted : And this I not only ſaid, bur ſhew'd 
in particular Inſtances. And the Doctor may eaſily bring 
this Matter to a ſpeedy Iſſue : Let him but try whether 
the Diſſenters about him will allow his or mine to be atrue 
Account of their Opinions ; and, I hope, they may be here 
conſider d as the moſt proper Judges. And I think the 
Doctor can have no reaſon to be offended at me for ufing 
theſe Words, fince he pretends to have learn'd his Objecti- 
ons from ſome of his Pariſhioners, Exam. p. 14, 15. Now 
to help him to form an impartial judgment concerning 
this, let him but ſuppoſe his own Party us'd in the like 
manner; let him bur ſuppoſe a Diſſenter to take the ſame 
Method, and to make it his Buſineſs to rake together ſuch 
trifling Objections, as the common People in the Church of 
England are ready to make againſt the Piflenters ; and let 
him ſuppoſe this Diſſenter to have only a ſmall meafure of 
that Falent, which the Doctor ſhews himſelf by his Exa- 
mination a great Mailer of, (I mean an Ability to ſhuffle, 
to wind, and turn things, and ſet a {ſpecious, but falle, 
Gloſs on them) and that he uſes this to work out of theſe 
Church-men the moſt filly Objections; and afterwards, by 
a mighty Strength of Argument, confutes them; and then 
tnumphs that he has quite overthrown the Church-mens 
A 2 Cauſe: 


: : 


Cauſe: Would any Man of Judgment and Candour think 
the Cauſe of the Church concern'd ; or that ſuch kind d 
Writings deſerv'd an An{wer-? I am confident they would 
not : And theretore I leave it to any indifferent Judgment, 
whether I had not equal Reaſon to think and ſpeak as I did, 
As to my ſecond Thoughts, and reſolving to beſlow ſome Ke. 
marks ou the Dofor's Letter, I do full declare, that they 
were not owing to any Apprehenſions I had of the Strength 
of the Doctor's Arguments, but only to the mighty Bux tec 
filings wherewith his Letter was diſpers'd up and down the m! 
Kingdom, as an unanlwerable Contutation of the Difſenters g 
Principles in general, Had the Doctor's Letter been only 

diſpers'd among his own Pariſhioners, trom who he pr. 
tends to have learnt his Objections ; had they not been di. no 
ſpers'd in that way T have now mention'd, I ſhould not have 1 
troubled my felf about an Antwer, He is pleas'd to ſay, ll Os 


his Arguments, ſuch as they be, have coſt me a conſiderable MR 
time to beſtow even ſuch ſort of Remarks as I have beftow'd uf. be 
on them. How conſiderahle the time ſpent in writing -thole le: 
Remarks was, the Doctor can't tell; bur if 'twill be any S:- Wl 5 
tisfaction to him to know, I will ſincerely inform him. | Wi 


had them under Conſideration only 15 Days; and I had » ſo 
ther Buſineſs to mind too in that time; and after that I on- Wt © 
ly corrected the Copy of a Friend, who was ſo kind as to Ml V! 
tranſcribe it for the Prels; and one Reaſon of his tranſcri- N 
bing it, I ſhall give prelently. The Doctor's Charge 1 ha 
gainii Mr. Dowley, as not ſticking at a manifeſt Untruth, ': lt 
afferting that there is not room for the Diſſenters to write jo | wh 
freely and fully in their Caſe, as the matter would lead then, lie 
and as their Adverſaries may againlt them, and alledging the 8 
P-nal Lame, is not built on any certain Grounds. *Tis enough th 
for me to aſſure the Doctor. that I have known a Diſlemet I fo 
brought into a great deal of Trouble by the Laws ſtill iu WM Z* 
force, for {yeakiag freely his Mind fince the Act of Tolera- D 
tion, concerning the Common-Prayer ; and never heard of W 4! 
any ones being in trouble for fpeaking againſt conceiv's WM ® 
Prayer. And whether Mr. Dowley's Sentiments concer- i "" 
ning the Common-Prayer are fuch as would expoſe him to a 
Trouble, ſhould he openly declare them, I can't tell; bur * 


Clarity directs us to believe Mens Integrity when they de- 1 
clare their Judgments, unleſs we have manifeſt Reaſon to i 
the contrary, For my own part, I was under no manner of 6 
Apprehenſions on that accoum; and I was ſo far from be- 4 
being aware of that unhappy Confequence the Doctor talks ln 


of, *\ 


of, that I really knew nothing at all of the Matter; and 
had never heard of Mr, D's Excuſe; and after- 
wards purpoſely (till the Doctor now in his Examina- 
tion referr'd to them) avoided fo much as the reading 
of thoſe Letters, as having no Inclination to be concern'd 
in Perſonal Controverſies; as I was told by others, whole 
Letters were much of that kind. And if any have reprelen- 
ted what the Doctor alledges, as the reaſon why I conceal'd 
, WH my Name, it has been utterly without my Knowledge, and 
; againſt my Approbation. 
| The Doctor is as much out in his other Gueſſes, vize 
That I am aſham'd to own what 1 have writ ;, as, I tuppole, 1 
dow convince him by the Addition of my Name; which 
> W 1 judg'd then, as I do ſtill, an inconfiderable Trifle, which 
hgnify'd nothing in a Controverly ; for it matters not who 
writes, but what is written,  LTto I don't think he would 
be willing the lame Guels ſhould take place in parallel Ca- 
les: Will he allow us to judge, that all their Wiiters a- 
gainſt us, who have not put their Names to their Writings, 
were aſham'd to own what they had written? Will he lay 
ſo of Mr. Hoadly, who publiſh'd an Anſwer to Mr. X. Tay- 
lor without his Name? Or of the London Cales, ſome of 
» W which, were (I think) firſt publiſh'd without the Authors 
Names? But if that had been my Realon, I could eaſily 
8 have prevented the publiſhing of my Papers, when they 
: were written; and indeed ſhould have done ſo: But I aflure 
che Doctor, that I am not now aſham'd to own and pub- 
„ WW lickly defend them: I am willing to give the Dactor all the 
Satisfaction he can reaſonably deſire ; and therefore, tho 
1 Wl this relates not to the Controverty, ſhall tell kim my Rea- 
; I fon, and ſo eaſe him of the Trouble of any farther Surmi— 
n zes, and needlels Gueſſes. I have always thought our 
Differences were not ſuch as ſhould hinder a Brotherly Love, 
and Friendly Correſpondence between us; and have been 
3} WW ainbitious of maintaining a free Converlation, with (ober, 
; ingenious, and pious Minitlers of rhe EHabliſh'd Church; 
aud have been fo happy as to meer with ſeveral ſuch, who, 
t WW nwrwithilanding our differing Semimems, appear 'd very 
f cordial to me; as I knew my ſelf to be toward them, And 
this I {peak of as an Advantage, for which I deſife to blets 
God. Now I thought, a publick appearing in this Conta 
verly (with how much Modeily and Charity foever tete 
mnanag'd) might raile Prejudices, and make tate hole 
* Converſation I valu'd, backward to it; and ther-fore did 
| A 3 nor 
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not prefix my Name to the Remarks ; and (however it has 
book fince diſcover'd) did all I could'to conceal it, ſending 
my Papers not in my own hand-writing, and entruſting bur 
one Friend in London with the Secret, defiring him to keep 
jt as {uch. 

The Doctor repreſents me, p. 6. As appearing as the Cham 
Fion of our Cauſe ;, and no doubt his Reaſon is, becauſe he 
looks on himſelf as the Champion of the Eſtabliſh'd Cauſe ; 
how he could otherwiſe ground that Reflection, I can't i- 
magine ; for no Man can juſtly be ſaid to aſſume the Cha- 
racter of a Champion, by his entering the Liſts with any 
other than a noted Champion: And as I have no ſuch O- 
pinion of the Doctor in this Controverſy ; ſo I am far, 1 
aſſure him, from any ſuch Conceit of my ſelf, which 
would be a great Diſparagement to my Brethren, among 
whom I pretend not to make a conſiderable figure: And tho 
he ſays, p. 59. he will be ſo civil, as to ſuppoſe me the fittel 
and ableſt Perſon my Party could make choice of to defend their 
Caps ; yet I can aſſure him, that no Perſon whatever did 
make choice of me, or ſo much as ask me to anſwer him: 
But the Truth of the Matter is this, in which I may appell 
to vou, Sir, as you know what I am about to ſay to be 
true: When you were pleas'd to make me a Viſit, you 

brought the Doctor's Letter with you, intending to read it 
while you were here ; and when I accidentally look'd into 
ir, and ask'd you about it, you gave me that Account; 
which, I ſaid, induc'd me to write an Anſwer to it: I con- 
feſs, I thought wy ſelf (upon a flight View of ſome Paſſa- 
ges then, and once a conſiderable time before in the Book: 
ſeller's Shop) able to give a full Anſwer to it: And ac 
cordingly, when you were juſt going away (without any 
Motion on your Part then, or before) I defir'd you to leave 
the Doctor's Letter with me, telling you, I deſign'd to 
draw up an Anſwer to it. | 

Another thing the Doctor objects, is, The Greatneſs of 
the Price of my Remarks; and is courſe enough in his Re- 
flections: In ſhort, he thinks he may raiſe the Reputation 
of his own Generofity, by repreſenting his Adverſary 3 
fordid : And therefore he ſays, He propos d to himſelf us o- 
ther Recompence for his Pains, than ſome Books to give awa); 
hut I kept one Eye on my temporal Good, and would be well pait 
for my Pains ;, and this. made the Remarks dear. I profels | 
do not fear to compare my Generofity in this Matter with 
the Doctor's; I aflure him, I receiv'd not one Farris 

ol 


xr my Copy; nor did I article for ſo much as the Doctor 
uns he had, viz. Some Books: On the contrary, the 

> okſeller inſiſted on it to my Friend (to whom I ſent the 

py) that we ſhould be oblig'd to take off a conſiderable 

amber. He did indeed afterwards, of his own Motion, 
end me ſome Copies, when I neither ask'd nor expected 

hem. The true reaſon of the Difference of the Price, was 
he Fewneſs of the Copies which were printed, which 
made the Charge of ſetting the Preſs fall the heavier on 
ach of them. I was ſorry when I found the Price ſo large; 
ind twas on my Motion the 2d Edition of that Letter, as 
alſo my other Letter, were printed ſo as to be ſold chea- 
er; and that before I imagin'd I ſhould hear of this Ob- 
ection from the Doctor. And when he adds, That I knew 
ull well, and, no doubt, by 7 Experience, how very eaf} 

Matter *twould be to gull or chouſe the Common People: 1 
don't think that ſuch Rudenels deſerves any other Anlwer, 
han that tis very unworthy of a Man of pelite Educati- 


um. * 


5 fee. | , . 
It becomes not a Divine to flander his Adverſary; and 
| Weſpeciallly one to whole Perſon and Character he is wholly 

1 And I dety the Doctor to alledge any Colour 
u Not Proof for what he lays. I know very well he charges 
it Ine, P. 59. with tiling him an inſulting and ſcoruful Adver ſa- 
o ; But whether the Charge be juſt or no, I am willing to 
eswe to any impartial Judge, who has read his Writings. 
Aud as to the Reproach of ba#barous Incivilities, they are 
i- Wnot my Words, but Arch Biſhop Tillozſon's; and are no 
k- MW farther applicable to the Doctor, than as it may appear from 
chat I have alledg'd to prove it, that he does Icurrilouſly 
u MW make ſport with our Religious Service. And I wiſh that 
re Rudenels of Expreſſion were not to be parallel'd in his own 
to Wl Writings. I ſaid, I hop'd the Cauſe of the Doctor's 3 

Dealing with us, was not Wilfulneſs, but rather ſuch Weak- 
of Wl neſs and Ignorance, as tho it render'd him unfit to write in 
be Controverſy, yet might leſſen his Guilt. 

Now this I lay down for certain, that the Doctor has 
miſrepreſented us: And I may here alledge his own Teſti- 
mony to prove it, that fiance he ſays 'twas given out by our 
Party, that the Remarks were not to be anſwer'd, N 7, 
Our Party, even ſuch of them from whom the Doctor pre- 
tends to have learn'd his Objections, did judge their Princi- 
ples more fairly N me than by him. And tho I 


4 have 
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on, and much more of a Clergy-man of the Doctor's De- 


* 


have been affur'd of the Satisfaction of ſeveral in that My 
ter x yet 1 have never heard the teaſt Complaint againſt nt 
from any Diſſenter, as tho 1 had miſrepreſented then, 
But now ſuppoſing this true, it was Charity in me to hop 
the cauſe was Weakneſs rather than Wilfulnefs, eſpecial 
fince I then did not know the Doctor would eſteem it; 
piece of Civility, to ſuſpe# a Man's Sincerity and Ingenuity, 
rather than his Knowledge in Church- Affairs, p. 55. Ant 
what was the Weaknefs or Ignorance there charitably (uy. 

os'd ? Not Unskilfulneſs in any famous part of Learning, 
ee Philoſophy, Ancient Hiſtory, or Divinity, &. 
but only in the Principles and Opinions of a deſpis'd lon 
of People in this Nation, who are repreſented as being ory 
led by Humour, Fancy, Intereſt, Perverſeneſs, and ſuch lil, 
Motives ; and conſequently whoſe Principles a wiſe Mu 
would not defire to know. * * 

Another Objection is, that I uſe Eguivocations; that] 
Hufe; and this returns continually : But I declare I cant 

nderſtand any occaſion I have had for any ſuch thing. 
have not found my ſelf hitherto reduc'd to any Straits h 
the Doctor's Arguments: And moreover, tho am wr 
ſatisfy'd in the Grounds of my preſent Non-conformin, 
yet if I may judge by what I have obſerv'd as to others, or 
what IT have met with my ſelf, I can have no reaſon to fear 
Conviction of the Lawfulneſs of conforming to the Eſtz- 
bliſn'd Church, and accepting a better Living than I have + 
mong the Diſſenters. 5 do declare I deſign'd fairly to re- 
preſent the Diſſenters Opinions; and therefore us'd a ma. 
nifeſt Caution, where I 2xpreſt any Opinion, wherein they 
do not agree among themſelves, and where I expreſs only 
my own Sentiments: And I know not any one Place where 
I have done otherwiſe ; I am ſure there is no wilful Omil- 
fron of that Nature. But I think any conſiderate Reader 
will eafily diſcern the reaſon of all rhe Noiſe and Pother the 
Doctor makes about ſhuffling. He ſeems reſolv'd to ule 
tuch Arts as his principal Weapons; and therefore by ma- 
king this ſtir, would prepare the Reader to believe when 
he comes to be tax'd with it himſelf, *tis only by way ot 
Retaliat ion. I ſhall clear my ſelf of this Charge as I go 2. 


long ; and take notice how continually *tis practis'd by the 


Doctor. 
But only now I ſhall give a general Repreſentation of 

the Doctor's Management of this Controverſy, that ſo the 
Reader may judge of his Expertneſs in the Art of * 

| | The 
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The Doctor prirts a Letter to Mr. D. a diſſenting 
Teacher of the Presbyterian or Independent Perſwaſion; 
and therein he lays down the Characters of a falſe Teacher, 
to undeceive him and his Followers; amd to convince both of 
their unhappy State and Condition, p. 5. And for this End, 
he lays down eleven Inſtances of falſe Doctrine, which are 
ſufficient to prove him that teaches rhem, a falſe Teacher : 
And when he has done, he tells Mr. D, Theſe, Sir, ave the 


ſeveral Inſtances of falſe Dorines ſpread abroad, and taught 


the falſe Teachers of theſe Times, which I judg'd moſt pro- 
2 to ſo here _— befor you, And 45 ta — 
not hence conclude, the Doctor defign'd to charge all thoſe 
falſe Doctrines as taught by Mr. D. and ſuch as a- 
greed with him? Whereas now, when he is charged with 
the Abuſe, he pretends, he did not direltly charge any of the 
eleven Inſtances on Mr. D. or any diſſenting Teacher, He on- 
ly ſaid, whoſoever teaches ſo and ſe, is a falſe Teacher. He 
owns, if he had actually charg*d Mr. D. &c. with teaching 
uch Doctrines, and he had not taught them, he had been tru- 
ly guilty of miſrepreſenting them, Exam. p. 15. Now if this 
is not all ſhuffle, 1 know not what is. For my own part, 
| can aſſure the Doctor, I was ſo quick-ſighted as to obſerve 
this; but I could not believe any Man would uſe ſuch a 
mean way of writing: For what is then the Sum Total 
of all the Doctor's Arguments but this, that he (an Indi- 
viduum Vagum perhaps in the World in the Moon, or di- 
realy under the North Pole) who teaches theſe Doctrines, 
is a falle Teacher: And at this rate here's a Book wiore | 
without any deſign at all. But farther, I think what I 
have referr'd to, does evidently prove the Doctor did in- 
tend Mr. D. as teaching theſe falſe Doctrines: And J add, 
that as it is but realonable, from the beginning of his Let- 
ter, to underſtand theſe two Characters to belong to the 
ſame ſort of Perſons; ſo 'tis moiſt evident by rhe laſt, he 
aim'd at Mr. D. and the Diſſenters in general 

Again, theſe falſe Doctrines are pick'd up here and there 
from Common People; though there are none of them 
who now own them ; and thence, without firſt enquiring of 
Mr. D. privately, a Charge is openly form'd againſt us. 
Theſe are ſuch Inſtances of ſhuffling, and foul dealing, 
as the Doctor ſhall have no Reaſon to charge on me. 

I am ſorry I have been oblig'd to be ſo large on ſuch Mat- 
ters, which are forreign to the Controverſy. Let us now 
come nearer to the Controverſy, I 


L 10 
I had aid, that ſome of hs Eleven Inſtances are ſuch as 
the Diſſenters do not Teach, and in others he repreſents not fair- 
ly their Senſe. This (he ſays) gives him juſt Occaſion to make 
an unhucky Remark, # hat this is the ſame Artiſice or Shift made 
uſe of by the late Popiſh Writers, p. 8. But this Remark i; 
not ſo unlucky, as 'tis inconfiderable : For if this ſignifies 
any thing, then no Perſons however Miſrepreſented muſt 
complain of it: But I affure the Doctor, I am not fo much 
afraid of Symbolizing with the Papiſts, as that would come 
to. If they roundly deny'd the Opinions truly charg'd on 
them, may not we therefore roundly deny thoſe falſely 
charg'd on us? I will add, that the Proteſtant Writers 
prov'd by Writings, acknowledg'd by themſelves to be 
Authentick, that ſuch and ſuch Doctrines were held by the 
Church of Rome, and did not pick them up from the pri- 
vate Converlation of two orthree Farmers,or Tradeſmen, 
In the next place, he thinks me under a groſs Miſtake, 
when I ſay theſe Inſtances are ſo far from being Eſſential 10 
Religion, that a Man does not deſerve to be reputed a falſe 
Teacher for the ſake of them, and his Reaſon is, becauſe they 
are the Occaſions of drawing Men into Schiſm, But that I de- 
ny, the Schiſm lies not on our ſide; and therefore according 
ly I muſt judge the Doctor for his Notions, which lead 
him to Schilm, a falſe Teacher. | 
As to what he ſays concerning their Differences among 
#hemſelves, 1 ſhall only put him in mind of theſe two 
things : 1. That there may be Schiſm, where there i; 
no Separation, as 1s plain by the Caſe of the Church of 
inth, And let auy Man judge, Whether the different O- 
pinions and Intereſts of High-Church and Low-Church, and 
the Contentions and Animofities between theſe two Parties, 
will not amount to as much as that for which the Ajo- 
Mle charges the Corinthians with Schiſm: And conſequent- 
ly, whether according to his own Scheme, a conſiderable 
part of the Church of England, on one fide or other, mult 
not be charg'd as Falſe Teachers, for ſuch falſe Opinions as 
they hold. 
2. I would defire the Doctor to ſpeak out next time, and 
ſay plainly, whether he has the {ame Apprehenſions gf the 
Cale of the Non-juring Schilmaticks which he has of outs? 
And to inform me, why Men of his Principles are obſer- 
ved to be ordinarily ſo Mild and Gentle toward them? 
As to what follows, I will not diſpute with the Doctor b 
what Name he ſha}l call us, he may ufe his Liberty: Tex 


chers 
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vers is as good a Name as Miniſters, Epheſ. 4. 11. But 1 
Wonder why he ſhould alledge that the Diſſenters call the 
urch Miniſters (and not their own) Prieſts. I believe this is 
ot the ordinary Diale& of any Diſſenters beſide the Qua- 
ers, who indifferently apply it to the Church- men and o- 
ers. If any others do it by way of Reproach, I do not 
ttify them; tho tis odd, the Doctor ſhould complain of 
hat Title the Church-men themſelves are ſo fond of. 1 
jall not take notice of the things he triumphs in as grant- 
4 by me. I {ſtill ſtand to them, and ſay they are nothing 
othe Controverhe in hand, What I have laid down as 
he Opinion of the Diſſenters, they will not deny. And I 
fer to furniſh the Doctor with an hundred more ſuch Con- 
eſſions, if he deſires them, rare Matter for ſuch glorious 
oſtſcripts as he has added to this Examination. I confeſs 
thought the former ones ſufficiently triffling, but I muſt 
wn in this laſt, the Doctor has outdone himſelf : And if he 
zoes on to improve after this rate, he will in a little time 
ring the Art of Triffling to Perfection. He may next time 
Fake all the Actioms of Euclid, and ſuch as this, 3 and 2 
make 5, and ſet them down as own'd by the Remarker, for 
he Conviction of the Diſſenters, if any are found ſo weak 
as to deny them. | 
come now to the Apology the Doctor makes for him- 
lelf, £94 in oppoſition to what I had ſaid, that be bad 

» 
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taken, or miſrepreſented the Diſſenters. 
f 1. Heſays, I uſe the Popiſh Trick of Equivocation, for I 
.nu mean all the Diſſenteys, or ſome. If Il meant the Genera- 


ity of them, that's enough for me. Such kind of general 
Expreſſions are us'd in like Caſes by all; and again, he 
3 Ways, they muſt be ſuch as he Wrote to, and was principally con- 
- eern'd with, or ſuch as he was not concern'd with. I oblerv'd 
e before, the Letter was ſpread abroad as a Confutation of 
che Diſſenters in General, and therefore I might well un- 
5 erſtand the Doctor, as I did, defigning a Repreſentation 
of their Principles, and however I perceive plainly, thoſe 
4 he is concern'd with do look on my Letter as a truer Re- 
ie Irreſentation of their Principles than the Doctors. 
E 2. As to what the Doctor ſays, that he ſuppos'd the com- 
-von People took not up thoſe Notions of themſelves, but ve- 
* Wctiv'd them from others, and Originally from their Teacher; 1 
n the Doctor, will he ſtand to the like Concluſion, 
drawn from all the weak Objections of the common Peo- 
pie of the Church of England ? However it had * 
air, 


| [ 12 ] 
fair, firſt; privately to enquire whether ſuch Opinions . | 
held, As a publick Charge was made. , " 
3. He ſays, He had expreſly caution'd the Reader, that . 
he uſed for ſhortneſs the Word Teach, yet he would have there. 
4 underſtood not only Teaching profeſſedly and openly in an 

Mick Aſſembly, but alſo any other Method whatſoever, mat; 


uſe 7 to intimate or make known that fuch Principles are at- * 
ov, &c. 

2 To which I Anſwer, That in this Senſe of Teaching, | Bu 

deny ſome of the Doctor's Aſſertions to be taught by tl: 

Diſſenters, and ſay in others, he has not fairly repreſents! {W.... 

theit Senfe, but only fer down a part of what they teach, (MW... 

And as to the Queſtion he propounds to me, it would hav: 


been handſome had he firſt purg'd himſelf, and openly de 
clar'd himſelf innocent of any ſuch Dealing with his ow 
People, with regard to the Diſſenters. But however 111 
.. anſwer his Queſtion ; that for my own part, I approve nate 
of Bitterneſs, or Unchalitableneſs on either fide ; and tho K 
it may be true in this Caſe what Mr. Chillingworth fail 
concerning Proteſtants and Papiſts, 


Ways 

Tliacos intra muros peccatur, & Extra. | 

, ; a 
Yet I can ſay, I have often taken occaſion to correct th: bo 


Miſtakes I have met with in our Common People, and have Wi. 
vindicated the Church of England from Charges which | 
took to be unjuſt. | nf; 

4. He fays, If be has miſtaken the Diſſenters, yet I have 


let drop enough to excuſe him, as when I ſay, the Diſſenter: d 11 
not think a Form of Prayer abſolutely unlawful, and add that Nun, 
I ſpeak of the Generality of the Diſſenters ; and ſome fem went hin 
Perſons in any Party are not to be made the Standard. He asks W150 
then, Since there are ſuch, how do I know, but it is his Miso. Nee | 
tune to deal with ſome of them. Very well, let it be fo. | har 


have given up fuch, as Perlons whole Caute I do not un 
dertake, and in whoſe Opinion the Cauſe of the Diſſentet Hr x 
is not concern'd, And the Doctor ought moſt expreily id 
have laid in ſuch a Caution, and not to have left Scope tc 
his Readers to think he ſpoke of Diſſenters in General. My; 
Again, 1 own indeed there is fome Diverſity. of Opinions 4. 
mong the Diſſenters, concerning the two ways of Praying, And 
what then? Becauſe they are not all fully of one Mind, but 
ſome have more Latitude than others, muſt Opinions | 
obtruded upon the Generality of chem, which they do nol 

| hold! 
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hold ? Again, I ſaid it is one receiv'd Principle among the 
enters, that no Man, or Body of Men, are the Standard of 
ruth. And is not this the receiv'd Opinion of Protellants 
in General? Will this be enough to excule rhe Papiſts in 
wild and extravagant Charges on the Proteſtants in Gene- 
1a}, drawn from what was held by the Aunſterians, or by 
the Socinians, &c. 

As to his 5th Obſervation, I eafily perceive his Deſign. 
But however, I ſpake as Idid, becauſe I know the Parlia- 
ment does not always Tax the Diſſenting Miniſters for their 
Salaries: And I commend Mr. D. for not paying, when there 
vas no Authority by Act of Parliament to demand it, *Tis 
ne of the Privileges of Engliſþ Subjects, not to have Taxes . 
Levied on them but by Act of Parliament? And a Privilege 
tis, worth contending for. And | dare ſay Mr. D. and his 
rethreu do no otherwiſe refuſe to pay. | 
I ſhall now proceed to his Inſtances, and go over what he 
ays in the Order he firſt put them. | 

His firſt Inſtance is about Kneeling at Prayer, and here I 
ranted him what he deſir'd, and yet he is not Latisfy'd. He 
Ways, I apply it only to Family and Cloſet Prayer, and conceal 

be Drift 7 his Aertion, which is concerning Publick Prayer 
n the Church, and hereupon taxes me as not acting fan- 
y andopenly. But he is much mittaken. I own'd the Do- 
tor's Concluſion without any Diſtinction; and what I ad- 
ied of Family or Cloſet Prayer was by way of Proof, which 

5 of this nature. If the Diſſenters thought Kneeling an 
nfuitable Poſtire, they would never uſe it: But they do 
ometimes uſe it; Therefore they do not think it unlaw- 
ul. Beſides the next words give a Reaſon why, notwith- 
tanding this, they do not ule it in Publick : Not that they 
hink it in Publick a Piece of Superſlition, but that they are 
atisfy'd of the Lawful Uſe of Standing; here any one may 
fo!" Mee I mean in Publick Aſſemblies, where alone I ſuppoſe 

hat Poſture Ordinarily us'd by them; and fo when ] add 

hat Kneeling is not abſolutely neceſſary, I plainly ſuppoſe 
et Wt Lawful. Nay, I lay the Practice of Standing (which is 
vidently in Publick) on it's being moſt convenient, as in 
Fur Aflemblies I judge it really is, and that's enough to 
uſtifie us in Standing, fince we can by Scripture juſti- 

+ © We the Suitableneſs of it. Iadded, the Church-men, as well 
5 Diſſenters, judge both proper, and act accordingly. Does 
bu Wot the Doctor diicern I here mean in Publick, it being 
dinary for them to fiand at the Prayer before Sermon? 
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1 know therefore of no Superſtition in this Matter, if it h 
only pretended according to the Doctor, as very ſuitah 
and proper; and if a greater Neceſſity is not contended fy 
than the thing will bear. And fo, I hope, I have fully (; 
tisfy'd the Doctor on this Head. / 

His 2d Inſtance is, about Forms of Prayer, Here to th 
Doctor j: form very add and prepoſterous, that after I |: 
ſaid, the Diſſenters don't think praying by a Form unacce}: 
ble, when 10 and ſo qualify'd ; I ſhould ſubjoin immediateh 
that they do not think a Form of Prayer abſolutely unlawfu, 
And here he enlarges copioully on a Miltake, which is e. 
fily rectify'd: Tho I own a Form of Prayer, attended win 
thole Qualifications, will not be unacceptable, yet I think 
the uſe of a Form may in ſome Caſes be unlawful ; asir 
this Caſe, Suppole a Man finds that a Form of Prayer (a 
it be in private, for we are ſpeaking now only in general 
proves an Hinderance inſtead of an Help to his Devorion: 
And therefore, as may be ſeen in that place, I comment 
Forms, as Helps to thoſe who can't do without them. Ani 
when the Doctor thinks, I can't rid my ſelf of the Forcaff 
his Arguments; perhaps he is not miſtaken ; bur the rea 
is, becauſe there is no Force in them. For what tho! 
grant the uſe of Forms may be acceptable, yet till th! 
Queition remains, Whether the conitant uſe of a FomWapt 
(where ſuch Helps are not needed) does not hinder the 4M wit 
votional Part? we 

He ſays, I'm miſtaken, when I ſay the ſame Reaſons vil | 
bold for the uſe of conceid'd Prayer (J (aid, as to the Perſon Bui 
that officiates) in publick as do in private. For there are kW ber 
medies to help the Inconveniences of conceiv'd Prayer, wi (th 
may be properly enough made uſe of in private, but are re rea 
improper to be us'd in publick ; and he refers me to Biſhop Wu Fai 
kins, Chap. 4. of the Gift of Prayer, I on thoſe Paul An 
the Biſhop ſpeaks of, as allowable in private, are not ſo ii nel! 

blick Prayer; but the Queſtion is, whether there are n mo 


ufficiznt Remedies without ſuch Paules in conceiv'd Pray Pra 

erin publick, I think the Biſhop in that Chapter is of nM ftra 
mind, that there are: And his whole Book is a noble P mo 
of it. laic 
T had ſaid, the Diſſenters generally agree, that as to the"M kin 


ſelves they find conceiv'd Prayer does more engage their Auen the 

on to the Buſineſs they are about. For 

The Doctor propoles, P. 21. cloſely to conjider this Mat | 

and diſtinguiſhes thele three Parts in Prayer; The Matt" red 
| 
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| the Words, and the Devotion 5 which Diſtinction I do not 

diſapp rove.. He ſays, the laſt of theſe is the chief; and that 
grant allo, To the Doctor then, it ſeems to amount to 4 
Demonſtration, that by how much the Jeſs the Soul is taken up 
in attending to the two former, by ſo much the more may it at- 
tend to the zd and laſt : And therefore he argues, When Mat- 
ter and Words are prepar'd before-band, the Soul is left wholly 
to attend to the devotional part. 
| But the Doctor has not fully conſider'd the Difficulty 
1 which we urge, viz. that we are liable to have our Minds 
WM careleſs in the Duty it ſelf, and not to be duly intent upon 
WW it ; but our Thoughts are prone to wander from it: And 
ncWrherefore, as without Attention there can be no Devotion; fo 
zu chat which is a means to help us in our Attention, is cer- 
(a tainly ſerviceable to promote our Devotion, And that 
conceiv'd Prayer is a means to engage our Attention, we 
know by our own Experience. Again, as the devotional 
is the hardeſt, as well as the chief part of Prayer, and our 
Minds are backward to that; the not uſing conſtantly the 
ſame Form of Words, ſerves for a Help to that, in as much 
as the ſame thing continually repeated by us does by degrees 
become leſs moving and affecting; (as we may experience 
the alſo in abundance of other Initances) and hence the Soul is 
xml apt to become formal in the Duty it ſelf, and to take tr 
(WF with the external and leſs principal part of it; an Evil whi 

we are very liable to fall into. 
viel If the Church-men do not find it thus, I rejoice in it: 
oo But as they take, lo they ought to give the Difſenters Li- 
i: berty to judge as they find. I own this is a Failing in us; 
11:9 (the ſame things ought to affect us always according to their 
ve! real Weight and Importance.) But, I think, tis ſuch 2 
Vii Failing as we ſhall never wholly get rid of in this World. 
uf And as the Diflenters are free to acknowledge this Weak- 
gi neſs in themſelves, fo they judge it very lawful to uſe the 
nog moſt proper means to redrels it. Now that conceiv'd 
a Prayer is uſeful this way, ſeems to me next to Demon- 
0 fication from what I have ſaid, For whereas the Soul has 
10088 more {cope to wander, while the Words of a Form are 
laid by Rote, or read out of a Book ; there ſeems to be a 

ve kind of Neceſſity of its being more fix'd, and intent on 
— Buſineſs of Prayer, when a Perſon prays without 2 
orm. 

And I doubt not but that a Perion, attending to the Di- 
reltions given by Biſbop Ins, will not find the Difficul- 
ty 


41 IC 

ty about the Matter and the Words of Prayer very great, 
but the other Difficulty of wand'ring Thoughts is not ſo eaf. 
Iy cured. And as to thoſe who joyn with the Perſon Offid. 
ating, I can't ſee but that as their not knowing before-hand, 

the Prayers they are to joyn wich, will ſerve very much ta 
engage their Attention, bo this will not infer their being more 
taken up in attending to the interior Parts of Prayer; fins 
it the words us'd are apt and proper, they immediately con- 
vey the Speaker's Thoughts to the Minds of the Hearers, 
and are without difficulty joyn'd with by them. Theſe 
things I had taken notice of before, tho the Doctor does not, 
but puts the Matter on another Foot. 

The Doctor thinks Forms of Prayer afford other Helps, which 
concetv'd Prayers do not; as that in reading 4 Prayer the Eye 
- mey be kept from wand'ring it ſelf, and ſo from diverting th: 

md: Whereas in concetv'd Prayer there is nothing for the Eye 
to fix upon, &c. But this avails very little, ſince 'tis moſt 
certain the Eye may be very well emplo d in conceiv'd Pray: 
er, without either wand 7ing, or (according to his other 
Suppoſition) being ſbur : I mean ſoas our Lord's was, Foln 
17. 1. Theſe words ſpake Jeſus, and lift up his Eyes to Hes 
ven, and ſaid, Father, &c. And I think this full as proper a 
fixing the Eyes on a Book, and much more adapted and 
ſerviceable zo Devotion. His next Contideration is an- 
ſwer ' d already. As to his Third Conſideration, I own my 
expreſs Words (taken ſtrictiy) do indeed ſet both ways ot 
Praying on a Level, but 'tis plain by the whole Sentence, 
that Lus'd a ſoft Expreſſion, and any one may ſee I intended 
more than is fully expreſs'd ; which is a Figurative way of 
Speech common in all Authors, as well as the Holy Scrip- 


tures. To this purpole I ſpeak of our Defires as the chief 


things in Prayer, and of God's looking moſt to the Heart: But 
I will ſet down the Expreſſion at large, and leave any Mau 
to judge whether it be not plain. 

They add too, 1hat as our Deſires are the chief things in our Pray- 
ers, they think they may as well lead as follow our Words ; and that 
"tis as proper when we have to do with God, who looks moſt at ow 
Hearts in that Duty, that it ſhould be out of the Abundance of ow 
Hearts, that our Mouths ſhould utter the Words wherewith we cloile 
our Requeſts, as that our Hearts ſhould deſire ous of ibe Abundance of 
the Words that are put into our Mouths, Letter 1. p. 7. The Do- 
ctor does not deny that tis moſt proper for out Detires to lead 
our Words, and therefore contends they may do ſo in both 
Miniſter and People, when a Form is vs'd. But here he leaves 

| | out 


out what 1 mention'd before; viz. That tho they may, tis hard, 

reaſon of the Ind iſpoſition of our Minds, to make them do fo, 
and there is more ſcope for wand'ring Thoughts in the conſtant 
uſe of the ſame Form, than in conceiv'd Prayer. And as to 
the People, tho tis true the words do lead their Deſires, yet 
the ſame Indiſpolition is then help'd another way, as I have 
alledg'd in the Remarks: For if this be a help to him that Of- 
ficiates, and his viſible Diſpoſition has an Influence on his Au- 
ditory; (which latter is not deny'd) then 'tis evident here is a 
Remedy us'd againft that Indiſpoſition, upon which I argue. 
And further I there add, that tbe Auditory's not knowing beſore-band 
the Prayers that are offer d, is a means to engage their Attention, and 
to belp againſt the Evil ment ion d before, p. 8. So that if I had 
1 known be fore- hand what the Doctor would object, 1 
do not ſee how in fo few words I could have expre6'd my ſelt 
more fully, or have better prevented any Objettions. 

My laft Argument (he ſays) is tbat no Forms of Prayer can be ſo con- 
triv'd as to reach all Caſes : Now here the Doctor charges me with 
Sepbiſtry, 8c, Whereas there is nothing more plain than what 
Ithere ſay. My Words deſign'd to expreſs the Senſe of the 
Diſſenters are theſe ; Ibere is good Reaſon for the uſe of conceio'd 
Prayer, becauſe no Form can be ſo contriv d as to reach all Caſes. 
Which the Candid and Judicious Reader will eaſily diſcern 
not to be an Argument ablolutely againſt Forms, but only to 
ſhew the neceſſity of conceiv'd Prayer, ſuppoſing Forms are 
) WW us'd. And let the Reader judge, whether his quite altering 
the Senſe of my Words, and leaving out that, which would have 
? WW diicover'd my Senſe, is any other than Sopbiſlry. 

Further, my Meaning is, that ſuch Caſes may occur in a Con- 
gregation, or in Publick Affairs, as could not be foreſeen by the 
f Compoſers of a Form of «Prayer, and which yet are very pro- 

per to be taken notice of in Prayer. I will be ſo free as to put 

one, We felt ſome few Years ſince a moſt dreadful Judgment 
of God, I mean the great Storm, by which God did, no doubt, 
call us to Repentance. This happen'd on a Saturday. 1ask 
then whether 'twas not proper on the next Day in our Solemn 
Aſſemblies to take notice of this, and to humble our ſelves under 
the Mighty Hand of God, and to deprecate ſuch ſore Inſtances 
of his Diſpleaſure. This was not then neglected by ſuch as us'd 
conceiv'd Prayer, which could reach ſuch a Cale, but there was 
no Form prepar'd tor our Brethren till ſome time afterwards. 
Now I can't (ee that there is any known Caſe, (and of ſuch only I 
(peak) which conceiv'd Prayer wo'n't reach, but many ſuch I can 
imagine which Forms can't be ſuppos'd prepar'd for. And there- 
fore I laid down that as a Reaſon why conceiv'd Prayer muſt be 
B allow'd 
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allow d. in oppoſition to ſome whd are very ftiff againſt any ut 
of it. I have conſulted the Place he refers to in his Anſwer 16 
Mr. D. and can't find any thing further in it that concerns me, 
Next he falls hard on me, p. 24, & 25, for ſaying, and with 
the Diſſenters do not think the Form impos'd the moſt exactly ſuited u 
. anſwer it's End. This was us'd by me as a mild Expreſſion, an 
ſuch as I thought would leaſt irritate and provoke thoſe, uh. 
are moſt fond of it. But the Doctor turns it on me, and ak, 
What's tbis to the Merits of the Cauſe ? Whether or no I do not In 
"tis not requir'd of us 10 eſteem it jo? He ſays, the true Bueſtion is, 
whether tt be ſuch as may lawfully and unſin fully be comply d with! 
How far the Declaration requir'd of unfeign'd Aſlent and Cor. 
ſent to ell, and every thing contain'd and preſcrib'd in and by 
the Book, Cc. will extend, and whether it does not reach fut. 
ther than what he is willing to allow, need not be determin'4 
by me. For the Power of impoſing Forms is not as yet made 
out, 1 confeſs, ſuppoling that Power well clear'd, leſſer Defett; 
would not be a ſufficient Objection againſt the uſe of it. Bat 
this is not the Caſe, and there are other things which Necelj. 
tate our Separation. And fince 'tis ſo, we can't but think we 
do prudently to order our Worſhip in the beft manner we a 
I own much is to be done tor Peace, but where it can't be hal, 
the moſt proper Methods are to be us'd to attain the End d 
Ordinances, tho they ſhould be diſpleaſing to thoſe, who refuſe 
to be at Peace with us on juſt and reaſonable Terms. As to hi 
Teſtimonies, he knows they may be oppos'd with contrary ones, 
but Ido not ſeethis will carry any Caute, As to what he next 
ſuggelts ; there is no need Iſhould pretend any exquiſite Ex. 
actneſs on our fide, I wiſh the want of that were the only 
thing I ſaw caule to Complain of on theirs, I ſhall only ſay, that 
as to the Diſſenters in general, and my ſelf in particular, did 
we not think the Worſhip of God better managed among us, 
we might eaſily have mended the Matter long ago, by uſing the 
iturgy, or any part of it: We are under no Ties to the con- 
trary, and ſo may be ſuppos'd as free, (at leaft) in our Jug: 
ments, as thoſe who have declar'd their unfeign'd Aſſent and 
Conſent, and bound themſelves to the conftant uſe of it, to | 
whom 'tis now a Point of Honour to defend it. And further, 
tho our Prayers are not Priated, they are publickly offer's, M = 
and are eftcem'd as moſt proper to auſwer the Ends of Prayer 
by thoſe who joyn with us, and may be ſuppos'd to know them 
better than thoſe that never heard them. And tho 1 would not 
boaſt, yet I may ſay this, that I liv'd ſome Years among ſuch as 
were forward enough to Criticize, and had often ſach for my 
Occaſional Hearers, but never heard of a ſingle Sentence in 
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Prayer that was carp'd at by them, and vet I am nevertheleſs 
free to own, that I have not that Volubility of Speech and Eati- 
neſs to expreſs my felf.which many have. And thus I have gone 
over again the Diſſenters Senſe of this Matter, and I hope fully 
clear'd it from all Objettions: Now we are again to conſider 
the Doctor's Arguments, and how he vindicates them. 

1. In Oppoiition to what he had ſaid of Forms of Prayer pre- 
ſcrib'd in che old Teftament, there was this modeſt Exprethion 
us d, that tis dubious wheiber there be any ſuch Form of Pub lick 
Prayer, (ſtridiy ſo cali d) preſcrib'd im the Old Teſtament, The 
Doctor deſires to know by what Name thoſe Forms, Numb. 6. 23. 
and Deuteronomy 21. 7, $. Are to be firitly call'd, if not Forms 
of Publick Prayer, The firft of theſe I had exprelly in view when 

wrote thole Words, and can't but wonder the Doctor ſhould 
alledge it. I ſay tis to be call'd a Form of Bleſüng: And this I 
conceive ſomewhat difterent from Prayer : And indeed the ve- 
ry Words of the Text do plainly lead us to acknowledge a dit- 
ference : For a Prayer is otter'd up to God, and he that Prays 
ſpeaks to him, bur this is a Form of Speaking to the People, 
v. 23. On this wile ſhall ye ble the Children of Jſrazl, ſay- 
ing unto tbem. Sothar herein they were not the Mouth of the 
People to God, but the Mouth of God to the People. God Au- 
thorizing the Priefts to pronounce his People Blefled, or ſuch 
as he would Blels. To which Purpoſe is v. 27. And they fhall 


tut my Name on the Children of Iiracl, and 1 will bleſs them. 


As to his other Inſtance, I can't fee 'twill overthrow what I 
ſaid, it was a Form only in a particular Caſe, not preſcrib'd 
to be us d by the Pricfts, whom God had choſen to Miniſter to 
him, bur by the Elders of a ſingle City, not in a Coungregati- 
on Aſſembled for the Solemn, Publick and Stated Worſhip of 
God, but rather on a Political Account, to purge themlelves 
of having had any hand in ſhedding innocent Blood. And if 
theſe are the beft Texts the Doctor can bring, I think I may 
ſafely next time ſpeak with icfs Caution. 

I had faid, Secondly, That if there were ſuch Forms of God's 
preſcribing, would not ſignifie much in our preſent Conroverſie : 
Becauſe the Queſtion is not whether God, but whether Man has a Pow- 
er 10 impoſe Forms of Prayer + Ard the latter could not be inferr d 
from the former. But the Doctor thinks is may be inferr'd thus © 
G.) From God s preſortoirg them, it appears bat they are not un- 
lawful in their own nature. C2.) It app:ars furiber that they are uc* 
ful, foraſmuch 45 God always acts for wiſe Ends, avid uſes mo 
proper Meant. And there, (3.0 hat the Rulers of the Church 4⁰ 
well in imiiuig the Jute ſer them by God, and no where in 
Scripture forbidden tbem 10 t nitate, when they have the like reajon far 
B 2 . doing 
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doing ſo, I am only concern'd in the two laſt of theſe. , I own 
they are nor unlawitl in their own Nature. But then as t9 
the 2d, that it appears hence they are uſeful, is not ſo clear, If 
he means that trom the Infticution they will appear to be uſe- 
ful, then the thing can't be deny'd 3 but *twill do him no good, 
For tho we may then aigue, God has appointed Men to Pray 
by ſuch a Form, therefore it will be uſeful :* Yet it cannot be 
infer'd that another Form which he has not appointed ſhall 
be uſeful, I lay this can't be thence inter'd, and theretore 1 
ſuppoie the Strength of his Reaſoning lies here; A Form of 
Prayer is in its own Nature adapted to be uſeful, or elle Go! 
would not have appointed any: But then there is one Gene- 
ral Maxim. on which this depends, which wants much clear- 
ing; and that is, that God never preſcribes any thing but what 
would have been ulcful of its own Nature, without a Pre- 
ſcription. This the Doctor will evidently fee to be falſe, when 
apply d to the Sacraments, And therefore he can't certainly 
conclud- at this rate. But then there is one little Circumſtance 
which the Dottor takes for granted in his third Particular, 
which till it be prov'd will ſpoil his Concluſion, and that is, that 
God in preſcribing, Forms of Prayer deſign d to ſet Church Rulers 
a Pattern It muſt be own'd indeed that Church Rulers, as well 
as other Men, do well in imitating God in thoſe things, wherc- 
in he has (et them a Pattern. But if we are not Cautious in 
judging whether he detign'd this or no, we may run into ma- 
ny Ablurdities: And I hope 1 may ſuppoſe God does enjoyn 
things at ſome cimes when he docs not intend others ſhould i- 
mitate him in enjoyning the like. And as to what the Doctor 
alledges, God's no where in Sctipture forbidding them to imi- 
tate him, I have given an Anſwer ellewhere. A limited Com- 
mithon aniwers to a Prohibition of the things to which thc 
Commilhon does not extend, There is but one thing more on 
this Head, and that is, they may thus imitate God, when they 
have the like rcaſon for ſo doing: But we muſt firft know cer- 
tainiy what God's Reaſon is for a thing, before we can conclude 
whether Men have che like. 

ext he proceeds to contiger what I ſay concerning the Lord's 
Prayer- And here he begins with the Particle z. I can't 
tee that I charg 4 the Doctor with laying a greater ſtreſs on 
that Particle, than his Words will be a ſufficient ground for. 
And I ſhall only ſet down his Words in his Letter to Mr. D. on 
which my Charge was built, and then his Words now in his Ex- 
amination, and leaye it ro the Reader to judge whether my 
Charge was juſt, and whether the Doctor has not gone 8 from 
his Argument. His Words in his Letter to Mr. D. p. 7. 5 
. thelc, 
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theſez And that it was our Saviour s deſign, that this Form ſhould be 
us'd, 4s long as Chriſtianity it ſelf laſted in this Id, is Flain from 
bls limiting no Time, after which the uſe of this Prayer ſhould ceaſe, 
and be no longer requiſite : But on the comrary, expreſſing bimſelf in- 
definitely, and without any Limitation. thus, Luke 11. 2. I hen, 
i. e. whenſoever, (for th: Greek Word is the Indefinite Turiicle 
ory, whenſoever, or in whatever Period of Time or Age of ibe 
World) ye pray, ſay, our Father, 8c. 

But now he only lays, And ſurely tho the Particle 3may may 
not always denote Affirmartvely, that the thing to which tis apply'd 
is to be of perpetual uſe. (Which is the, only thing 1 argued 
againſt z and therefore quite overthrows his Ar gument.) 
Tet thus much will always hold good of it Negatively ; that from it 
by no means can be inferr d any Limitation of that to which *tis ap- 

yd. And this I never pretended, but only that that Particle 
might be conſiſtent with ſuch a Limitation. And the Poctor 
now talks as tho he bad been only before Anſwering an Obje- 
@on of the Diſſenters from the Particle 87zy, and not propo- 
fing an Argument of his own. 

As to what follows out of Biſhop I#7Itins, tho I had not his 
[- Interpretation in view, when Icited thole Texts, yet T am 
not concern'd at all at it. For I appeal d for the Senſe of them, 

not to Biſhop Millins, but to the Doctor, who docs not deny the 

Interpretation which I thought he would receive. And I ask 
him again, whether he does not think the Apoſtles were al- 
certain d by thoſe Texts of Inſpiration in ſuch a Senſe, as no 
ordinary Chriſtians ſince can expect? Nor indeed will Biſhop 
Wilts s Words certainly imply that he did not admit my Inter- 
preta da: For he may well be under ſtood as Arguing ad Homi- 
nem, and dhe Streſs of his Argument lies here, that Men can't 
in ordinary Cates reaſonably depend on what is only given in 
Extraordinary» And this is a ſufficient Anſwer, according to 
ſuch Mens Principles. But I doubt very much whether the 
Biſhop would deny that thoſe Words contain a ſpecial Pro- 
miſe of Inſpiration to the Apoſtles, or would affert that Chri- 
ſtians could not in ſuch extraordinary Caſes have extraordinary 
Aſũſtance, which yet felt ſhort of ſuch Iaſpiration. The Do- 
ctor ſays , the Biſhop argues there againſt an once common Opinion of 
the Diſſenters, but the Biſhop dues not lay ſo him{elf, nor has the 
Doctor prov'd it, and lv the RefleQtion in the Condluſion is un- 
1 I never deuga'd to intimate that there was no di- 

inttion to be made between Solemn Prayers, and what we call 
Graces : But only to give the Doctor a Hint how far his Argu- 
ment would lead him it foilow'd, and therem I have attain'd my 
End, And tis alittle Valnily {to uie the Do:tor's Phraſe ) that 
he ſhould ſo ſmartly Anmadvect on my Iatellectuals, for giving 
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a Hint of that Nature, and yet with Approbation cite Mr. Purer. 
Teftimony concerning the Durch and 1» 
Some Teftim. p. 5. therans, that they generally uſe to ſay the 
Lord's Prayet with their Grace after Meat. 

T had alledg'd, that as the Particle Trey did not certainly ex- 
clude Limitation, ſo tbe Doctor ſhould bave ſhewn that no other Cir. 
cumſtarces did imply one. 

Now this the Doctor undertakes to prove from the Context 
of St, Matthew. And here his Argument plainly fuppoſes, that 
in Matth. 6. tis preſcrib'd as a Form of Prayer : For if it be not, 
all his Arguments from the Context fall in Courſe. Now then 
the Streſs of his Argument muſt reft on that one Word 
ws, which we have rendred, after this manner: And therefore 
if that Word will not certainly infer the necethty of uſing thoſe 

very Words, he has not prov d his Point, And hence the Do- 
Cior contends, Letter to 4 Pariſhioner, p. 18. It ſhould be render d, 
SO or THUS, inſtead of AFTER THIS MANNER, and reckvny 
the contrary Ot inion, that Chriſt only enjoyn'd the Prayirg after wa; 
manner, tho not in the very words, t0 be only grounded on Ignorance 
or n in the Greek Torgue. So that now the whole 
Streſs of his Argument lying here on the Word dus, the Que. 
ſtion only is, whether it neceflarily implies as much as he pre- 
tends ? Now to imitate the Doctor's way of Arguing : As Lear- 
ned a Man as the Doctor, and one, who well underftood the 
Greek Tongue, and for whom he profeſſes a great Eſteem, does 
interpret that Word in the Senſe that the Doctor rejects; 1 th 
mean Grotius, whoſe Comment on the place is thus fer down, ly 
(Synop. Critic, in Loc.) “ Pray to this uy vet For Chriſt qi! fu 
„ not here enjoyn, that the very words thuuld he uſed, which 
„ we do not read the Apoſtles did, (although that may be ſe 
& done profitably too} but he order'd them from hence to 
& fetch the Matter of their Prayers. This I have the rather th 
ſet down; becauſe it does muſt fully expreſs my Senſe in this 
Matter, who accordingly uſe the Lord's Prayer in the Publick 
Aſſembly, tho I can't ſay 'tis abſolutely requir'd. And that 1 
Obſervation may not here be amiſs apply'd, that had the Dil- 
ciples underſtood Chriſt other wiſe, they would not afterwards 
have defir'd him to teach them a Form. So that the Whole 
Streſs lies on St. Lukez where tho he gives it them as a Form, 
yet we meet not with any ſuch Circumſtances as imply an Obli- 

ation to the conſtant uſe of it. And tince then he gave it 
them on their ſeeking, what I have vblerv'd might perhaps be 
alledg d by ſome, is not ſo unreaſonable as the Doctor repreſents 
it. Nor is what I ſay injurious to the Apoftles, I think no 
Man who reads the Goſpels, can forbcar taking notice, that du- 
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ing our Saviour's Miniſtry they betray'd much Weakneſs, with 
hich Chriſt does ſometimes upbraid them, and thegRemoval of 
hich was defer d until the time ot the pouring out of the Spi- 
Wit oa them, for which Reaſon Chriſt tells them how Expedient 
twas for him to go away from them. Now fince here was @ 
particular Reaſon for Chriſt's teaching them this Form, v. 
heir asking him to do fo, which, for ought the Doctor knows, 
might 1 from a Senle of their own Unskilfulnels ia the 
Duty, I think with Grozius, it's not being mention'd in any Ac- 
count of their Prayers afterwards, when that Reaſon may be ſup- 
pos d to ceaſe, is at leaſt an Evidence, that we can't with Aſſu- 
rance ſay the conftant and perpetual uſe of it was enjoyn'd. 
And there is a wide Difference between this Caſe and that al- 
ledg'd by bim, viz. That we no more read in th: Acts of the Apo- 
tles of Baptizing in the Name of the Father, Son, &c. than of the 
Ye of ibe Lord's Prayer. For that Command of Chriſt, Math. 
28. was not given at their deſire, nor had it a regard to any 
variable Circumftances : But preſcribes the Method to be us'd 
in dilcipling Perlons, and that to the end of the World. And 
45 this was their Commiſhon which mark'd out their Work, no 
one can doubt of their acting accordingly. Now I would ask 
the Doctor, whether he thinks it as plain and certain, when we 
read of the Apoſtles Praying, and have ſome of their Prayers re- 
corded, that they uſed the Lord's Prayer, tho it be not menti- 
on'd, as it is when we read in general of their Baptizing, that 
they did it in the Name of the Father, c. Which was the on- 
ly way of Baptizing Infticuted or Allow'd by Chrift ? I will 
further add; that when we read As 10. 48. And be commanded 
them to be Baptiz'd in the Name (vv Tg owuan) of the Lord; This 
ſeems fairly to be underſtood thus, according to the Authority, 
or Command of the Lord: And conſequently this will imply 
their being Baptiz'd, as he Commanded, in the Name of the Fa- 
ther, Cc. I do not mention this ſo much by way of Oppoſiti- 
on, as to propoſe that Text to the Conſideration of better 
Judgments : It being an Obſervarion, 
which in my mind may be uſeful, and Comp. 1 Cor. 1. 13,7 15, 
the difference of the Phraſe there from 
that in the Baptiſmal Form, (zie 70 ayoue) Matth. 28. 19. May 
lerye a good Pur poſe againſt ſome common Enemies, whoſe 
Cauſe is not tavour'd by that Form, and who are willing to ſup- 
pole it was not conſtantly us'd. 

The Doctor, in oppoſition to what I had fail, ſays, And the 
like may be ſaid in reference to the moſt early Times of Chriſtianity, 
ſuppoſing there was no mention made of the Lord's Prayer, that is, 
that it does no more appear on they us'd the Form of Bapti- 
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ing than the Lord's Prayer. But this is a great Miſtake of the 

ors'. For as I alledg'd Juſtin Martyr, as not mentioning 
their uſe of the Lord's Prayer, ſo tis eahly prov'd from him, 
and that in the ſame (commonly call'd and cited as the) Second 
' Apology, that they did not uſe the Form of Baptizing; for he 
expreſly ſays they were Waſh'd in the Name of God the Father, 
and Lord of all, and of Jeſus Chrift our Saviour, and of the 
Holy Spirit. And this may ſerve for one Inftance of the Ex 
aftneſs of that Account, which I ſaid Juſtin had given us in that 
Apology : He charges me with putting upon my common Reater 
with a downright Quibble. But I aſſure the Doctor he is much 
miſtaken. I ſpoke then my true Sentiments, I did (and with x 
humble Submiſhon do) take that Apology to be a moſt exad 


Account of the Manner and Order of their Worſhip, and I be. 


lieve Fuſtin himſelt thought jo too: And let any abe ee of 
this by the great Deſign of that Apology, and by thole word; 
with which he uſhers in his Account of Chriltian Baptiſm, ſaying 
he would give an account thereof, leaſt otherwiſe he ſhould be 
thought to deal unfairly in that his Narration. But I can caſih 
diſcern what's at the bottom f the Doctor's Reflection, and why 
he is willing it ſhould be believ'd to be the moſt exact Accoun 
comparattuely, or of any that is given us, but not abſolutely, or in i 
ſelf : For as much as it ſets down their way of Worſhip only as to the 
general Parts of it, not as to the ſeveral Particulars that made uy 
each general Part. The Reaſon's plainly this; The Doctor cant 
find thoſe things in Fuſtin Martyr, he would willingly believe to 
have been then in uſe, and cherefore he makes it only an Ac- 
count of the gencral Parts. Thus I ſuppoſe, becaule Fuſtn 
gives us an account of their Praying to God, yet becauſe he does 
not ſet down an Accuunt of the particular Forms of Prayer made 
uſe ol: Becauſe he gives us an Account of their Baptizing in the 
Name of the Father, Cc. Let becaule he mentions not any 
Humane Apr i lages and Ceremonies annex'd to't ; Becauſe he 
rom of Sunday as the Day when they meet together to Wor: 

ip God, and docs not mention other Feſtivals, his Account 
muſt not be look d on as moſt exact. But with the Dottor's 
good leave, I till call it a moſt exact Account, and fay the 
Reaiun why he gives not an Account of thoſe Particulars, in 
which I ſuppoſe the Doctor thinks him defettive, appears to 
me to be no other than this, that thoſe Particulars were not in 
uſe in his Tic. I own the Lord's Prayer was us'd in Tertulli- 
ans and Cyprian's Time, as appears by their Comments 01 it. 
Nor were cither of thoie Treatiſes ont of my Thoughts when! 
wrote thoſe Words, and therefore I only ſpoke of the 44 OST 
E ARLT Timesof Chriſtianity, and appealed to Fuſtin Marty ; 
ar 
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and if the Doctor can ſhew me a Teſtimony of the uſe of the 
Lord's Prayer in any Author more ancient than Fuſtin, he will 
be ſo far from diſpleafing me, that I declare 1 will heartily 
E thank him. 

And thus I have clear'd what I ſaid concerning the Lord's 
Prayer : I ſhall next follow him to what be ſays concerning 
Chriſt's Prayer in the Garden. 

Here tis to be obſerv'd, that the Streſs of the Doctor's 
t WH Argument was laid on thoſe Words of the Evangeliſt, which 
ve have render'd, Saying the ſame Words, And accordingly 
WF 1 propos'd to conſider, how far ie Argument from thoſe Words 
i 
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would hold, ſuppoſing them rightly render'd ;, and then io en- 

uire whether they ought to be ſo render'd or mo, As to the 
* wy I ſhew'd that the Argument was not concluſive on the 
t WH Dofor's own Suppoſition. He thinks my firſt Obſervation grants 
bim all that he contends for, becauſe it allows that a Form of 
Prayer is not abſolutely unlawful in it ſelf, and when offer d up 
with ſuitable Afections is pleaſing to God. But I have evi- 
denc'd already, that ſuch a Conceſſion does not affect the 
Merits of the Cauſe. (2.) I obſerv'd Our Lord's Circumſtan- 
ces were each time the ſame, and ſo the ſame Words might well 
ſuit them ; whereas our Circumſtances ſo continually vary, as that 
no Form can be always ſuppos'd to ſuit them. In anlwer to this 
the Doctor ſays, Vell; but what is this to us if it be ſo? The 
true Queſtion is, whether our Circumſtances ſo continually vary, 
as that no Form can generally ſuit them; or can with a little 
Alteration (as by adding or leaving out a few Collects, &c.) be 
made always to ſuit them? 
I can't but think this is very much to them; for the Do- 
tor muſt ſuppoſe theſe Collects to be ready prepar'd, when 
they ſhould be uſed, or elfe his Anſwer does not come up to 
the Difficulty : And I deny, that the Compilers of Forms 
can ſo foreice all ſuch Occaſions, as to enable them to prepare 
luitable Collects for them. Again,ſthe Doctor ſuppoſes theſe 
Alterations reter'd to the Prudence of him who otticiates, or 
he does not ; If he does, many ſuch Circumitances as I re- 
ter to, will call for an Alteration, where the Impoſers do nor 
allow it. To give an Inſtance or two; An Order of Council 
is neceſſary, before a Miniſter can leave out the Names of a- 
ny Perſons mention'd in the Prayers for the Prince and Royal 
Family: So that a Miniſter may happen to be neceſſitated to 
pray for ſuch as he certainly knows to be dead. Again, was 
there not need of an Alteration in the Litany in the time of 
the late King Fame: 7 Was it proper then to ſay, “ That it may 
* pleaſe thee, to keep and 1irengthen in the true worſhiping 
CC of 
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« of thee, in Righteouſneſs and Holinefs of Life, thy der 


« vant Fames, our moſt gracious King and Governoy? 
Or in the fame King's Reign, when the Prince of Orange wy 
coming over to be our Deliverer from the moſt eminent Dan. 
ger, was it proper to pray for King James, That God would 
% {trengthen him, that he might vanquiſh and overcome al 
« his Enemies? And yet no Alteration was allow'd to he 
made by them. If our Brethren are not ſenſible of any lu. 
conveniences in thefe things, we envy them not their Satil. 
faction. But then, if the Doctor does not luppoſe theſe Al. 
terations refer d to the Prudence of him who officiates, hoy 
is his Anſwer to the Purpoſe ? | 

The Doctor adds, Since Alteration or Variation is counte 
an Excellency in conceiv'd Prayer, tis very hard to count it a 
great Imperfeition in Forms. But in anſwer to that, I declare! 
never counted it ſo ; but on the contrary, if Forms muil be 
uled, the greater Variety there is of them prepar'd ; and the 
greater Liberty there is allow'd the Miniſter for Alter: 
tion, the better they appear to be in my Judgment. 

My zd Obſervation was, That the time between cach Pray 
of our Lord was ſhort, and his Circumſtances the ſame : (I added 
too, And his Affeſtions were the ſame in each; which the Dy 
ctor leaves out, becauſe it would have ſpoil'd his Anlwe!) 
and therefore it was no great wonder that he ſhould uſe the ſaut 
Expreſumns. He asks, whether the time between Morning ai 
Evening Service be not very ſhort, and our Circumſtances (ordint 
rily) the ſame in the Afternoon, as in (he Forenoon ? and there 
fore is it not according to my way of arguing, a very great wonder 
we muſt have new Prayers each time, and can't be content (as om 
— was in the like Caſe) to uſe the ſame Expreſſions * But 

anfwer ; 
1. This Inference is not fair; becauſe 'tis not drawn from 
the whole of my Argument: But the Doctor has left out one 
Part of it; it being about the ſame fingle and particular 
Caſe Chriit pray'd each time ; and it being that which did to 
exceedingly affect him, 'tis no wonder the fame Afﬀections 
ſhould diftate the ſame Expreſſions, And as I own'd, Per 
ſons might uſe the ſame Expreſſions on ſuch a Suppofition, 
fo I can't think what he alledges, at all parallel to the Cale 
of our Lord. And I have already given Reaſons for ſuch 
Variation as I contend for. 

Bur, (2.) Suppoſe this Inference juſt, what does it ſignüfe 
to the Doctor's Cauſe ? Will it hence follow, a Man mut 
uſe the ſame Form all the Year round? Tho the Time ö 
ſhort between Morning and Evening Service, is it ſo berwe?l 
Lord's Day and Lord's Day, &c. 4.1 
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- WY 4. 1 obſerv'd, That our Lord's Prayer was his own, and fo of 
ie Compoſition ; and ſurely it can't be hence argued, that a- 
one is boumd to uſe a Form of another Man's making, that 
„ pretend to fuch an Original. The Doctor ſays, they don't 
d gue ſo : But in my Mind they do, who argue, we are bound 
ober Church Rulers in all things not ſinful, and alledge 
e Example of our Lord to prove Forms of Prayer not fin- 


|; and let but the Reader obſerve how far the Doctor's 
x Words go; But thus much is, and may be juſtly :rcued 
om hence, that "tis not unlawful for to uſe any Form, and 
erefore by Conſequence the Form of another's making, ſo 
be but agreeable te the Will of God ; and ſo may be ſaid in 
me ſenſe to be of Divine Compoſition. Let but this be join'd 
ith another Maxim of the Doctor's concerning Obedience 
ue toChurch-Rulers, and it clears me fully. b 

Farther, I ſuppole the Doctor in memioning a Form agrcea- 
e to the Will of God, has a regard to the Matter of the Pray- 
: Now I can't fee how he can from the Example of our 
ord draw ſuch a general Inference; for tho a Form of Pray- 
be not in its {elf unlawful, yet may not a wife Man meet 


im a Form of Prayer, which, tho it contains proper Mat- 
- Wer of Prayer, yet is ſo weakly comtiv'd, that he is able to 
better himſelf without it? And would not the Doctor 


hink it in fuch a Cafe unlawful for a Man to uſe ſuch a 
orm ? That then which is not abſolutely unlawfu! in it ſelf, 
et in ſome particular Circumſtances may be fo + And there- 
re fuch general Inferences of a Lawfulneſs in all Caſes, from 
granted Lawfulneſs in ſome, is not fair. Burt I am at a lJols 
d know what that Senſe is, in which the Doctor ſays any Form 
another's making, ſo it be gerecable to the Will of God, may 
ſaid to be of Divme Compoſitiom. It the Matter of it be a- 
reeable to the Will of Cod, yet if that Matter is compos'd 
Men into a Form, I do not underitand in what {ente the 
ompoſition can be {aid to be Divine, or any other than Hu- 
une. But however the Doctor has help'd the Diſſenters to 
Method, whereby they may ſet off their Prayers with an 
her Encomium than they care to beſtow on them; for! 
ppole the Cale will be the {ame in either ſort of Prayers; and 
berefore if the Ditlenters can but be ſure they pray for 
ings agreeable to the Will of God, the Doctor will war 
ant their Prayers to be in a Senſe of Divine Comtoſition. 
As to my lait Obſervation, he refers to what he ſays elſe 
here for an Anſwer; and ſo J in like manner refer the Rea- 
fr. And thus I have fully evidenc'd the Obtervations I made 
d be juſt and Good ; and have ſhewn, that according to the 
| IH 125 Doctor's 


L 28 J 
Doctor's own Suppoſition, the Example of our Lord in tþ 
Garden does not hurt our Cauſe. Let us next conſider, why, 


ther he has ſaid any thing material to my Arguments again; With C 
his Suppoſition: And here the Doctor lays, I have 3 Renu er 
The Doctor would, I ſuppoſe, call this in an Adverlary i]. ; 
downright Quibble : Becauſe there are really four; but Hun 
fourth (which is indeed the moſt material of all) the Docu. 
did not think fit to take particular notice of; and lo |: rip; 
duc'd the four to three, Well, I'll begin with the touriM,: 
Remark, for indeed on the Truth and Juſtice of that the ny 


whole Matter turns. I had therefore laid, that thoſe Woge 
Thy duriy abyev e, on which the great Strels is aun 
ſhould be render'd, ſaying the ſame thing; that is, ſpeakig ire 
to the {ame ſenſe or purpoſe, viz. with the Account is 
ven before. I ſhew'd that this was agreeable to other E. 
ces where the ſame word is us'd. Now this whole Contr 
verſy turns on theſe 2 things. 1. Wnether the Words ule 
will bear this Senſe; and that the Doctor can't find in hi 
Heart to deny, it being ſo abundantly proved But he thinks 
by a trifling fling or two, he can utterly take off all the For 
of it. He ſays, p. 3 5. be has ſhewn my Remarks can bj 
means overthrow or weaken not ſo much his Aſſertion, as the 4: 
ſertion of the holy Pen-men themſel ves; which is very diſingem. 
gus. When the Doctor can refute my Interpretation, I will 
not abide by it: But whether his or mine be true, is ths 
Queſtion : But that the Aſſertion of the holy Pen- men is true, 
is agreed by us botn. He ſays, tbe Eæpreſſion according to li 
Notion, may be underſtood in a plain and literal ſenſe, and nei: 
not the Trouble of ranſacking a Concordance to ſee, if there cant 


he found ſome Colour or Pretence to force an uncommon ſenſe 01 it My $ 
as mine is. But I ask the Doctor, whether mine is not a plail ng 
Senſe as well as his? And whether if it be agreeable to the f. 
frequent ule of the word a&y©, it is not a literal one too unt 
And what fizniftes it which way a Man comes by an Ob!erWe | 
vation, ſuppoſing he alledges good Grounds for it? And iy, 
deed the Interpretation is fo natural, that 1 needed not to liv9h $ 
ranfack'd a Concordance to find it; for if he will pleaſe = 
conſult Pol's Snob. Critic, in Mat. 26. 44. he will find it He c 
ledg'd by Commentators, as much concern'd to plead for Forngill t 
2s hjimielf, And farther, is it not the moſt common thing em. 
the World, in explaining Scripture, to conſider how ne 
word is us'd in ſeveral places? Is not this a Courſe taken hom 
Dr. Hunmond continually? and did ever any blame him od ?; 
putting himſelf to that trouble? And if I was at zhe 710", t 
to find out places of Scripture to confirm that Interpreta!100y'd 


what Trouble need that be to the Doctor, who has no mog 
It 
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p do than to turn to them, and ſee whether I have dealt fair- 
or no; and who may confute my Arguments drawn from 
em, if he can. And [ leave it to any Man to judge, whe- 
er he would not have attempred it, if he had found it would 
to any purpole ; elpecially fince he ſeems to own, I have 
und fome Colour or Pretence for my Interpretation. And 
e that conſiders how ſparing the Doctor is in his Conceſli- 
ns, will be apt to ſuſpect, that when the Doclor grains fo 
uch, there is 1eaſon for his granting more, But no, Lup o- 
ng by that Remark I have evidenc'd that the Words are ca- 
able of the Senſe alledg'd ; (2.) The Queition, whether they 
uſt be interpreted in the Senle or no, muil then depend on 
ircumitances and Arguments drawn from the Comext. And 
is was the Deſign of the three firſt Remarks, to ſhew that 
ie Context did naturally lead to ſuch an Interpretation. 
Ind I think thoſe Circumſtances are ſo many and confidera- 
le, that I doubt not but the Interpretation, given and con- 
med by me, will be eafily receiv'd by luchi as are not pre- 
gag d, by having publiſh'd their Opinion to the contrary, 
nd 1 the rather thus judge, becauſe the Doctor, who was fo 
wuch concern'd to overthrow it, is able to ſay ſo little againſt 
I refer the Reader again to thoſe Circumſtances I menti- 
d before, to which the Doctor returns (excepting of two 
ſtances he gives,of ſomewhat he thinks parallel) no other» 
nlwer, thag the Evangeliits ſay, be ſaid the ſame Words, His 
o Inſtances are, 
1. The Variety of Expreſion between the Evangelifts in tleir 
count of the Inſtitution of the Bleſſed Sacrament; as not ſet- 
ns down our Saviours Words exattly alike : Euher (lays he) 
Saviour ſpoke the Words of Inſtitution once, or oft ner (accor- 
ing as he has ſtated it, he may take which he pleaſes, ſince 
e ſays, if he ſpake them oftner, there was no reaſon for al- 
ng the Expreſſion) but, ſays he, if they were token but once, 
ben the ſaid Words of our Saviour, tho the ſame as but once ſfc- 
n, are yet found differently expreſs'd in St. Matthew, Kt. Mark, 
we St, Luke; and /o all the Force of thi: Object ion is quite taken 
way by this Inſtance. But I would fain know how ; I fear 
e common Reader, for whole Satisfaction this is deſign'd, 
ll be as little able to diſcern the Force of his Argument, as 
am, Every one knows the Evangelitts relate ſome one thing, 
me another, more fully than the others; and we are to learn 
om all of them compar'd together, what Chriſt laid or did, 
0d "tis enough in any one of them, if he gives a true Relati- 
% tho he leaves out ſome Particulars, which may be ſup- 
Wdby another. This appears evidently not to be om to 
their 
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their Deſign; nor do I think any Hiſtorian is concern'd to 
down exactly the very Words ſpoken by Perſons, when th 
give an Account of their Diſcourſes. And fo if the Evan 
ilts expreſs the Senſe of what Chriſt ſaid, 'tis ſufficient, Ay 
therefore if it be ſuppos'd (as I think I have fully prov'dy 
that they deſign'd not to ſet down the very Words, but 
Matter of his Prayer, when they ſay, he pray'd, ſaying, & 
they are alſo to be unde rſtood, when they afterwards lay | 
pray d, 7iy 2vTy Avyoy bmw, that he pray'd to the ſame pu 
\ofe with what they had before expreſs'd. The 24 Init 
be alled ges, is in Oppoſition to the 3d Remark, That the vn 
oken by our Saviour to St. Paul; and the Words of St. Pai 
ain to him, were ſpoken but once, and therefore could not ai 
of , any difference of Expreſhon in reality, and yet in three ji 
rentyflaces are expreſs'd in a different manner by the fame inſji 
Writer, Acts 9. 22, 26. 
That one Oblervation I made concerning the other Inilay 
fully clears tis ; and that is, the deſigu of the Expreſſion us 
by the Evangeiiits is plainly this; having given an Acco 
of our Lord s Prayer before, they lay, he pray'd again, /; 
the ſame thing, referring (tor ſhortnels, and not defigning un 
eat again what they Hd {aid before) to their former Accout 
Aud ſo the avrds ay @ is to be explain'd by what they tit 
ſelves lay betote ; and therefore ſince the ſirſt and ſecond tin 
are different, and yer-all three times it was 6 Kr, x3), 
evidently follows, that the Evangeliits did not deſigu that! 
each time faid exitly the ſame Words, but only /e f 
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thing. 
2d thus, I hope, I have made good my Objections agi 
the Doctor's ſecond Juſtance of a falle Teacher, 
As to his zu and 4th Juſtauces, I thought I did ſufficient 
anſwer them by clearing the Senſe of the Text on wluch il 
were grounded. Buctie Doctor tlanks, p. 47 I ought to 6 
however decla d my Orinion ofenty in two material Ioin': th 
ſtarted : The firicis, wettert 1 look on Forms to be in themſel 
Lets aud Hinderauics to 4arncſtneſs m Prayer ? And 
that, 1 now openly declare my Opinion; Thar I do not lod 
on Forms to be ablolutely, and in themſelves Lets a 
Hinderances to Earneiinels in Prayer, on two Accolli 
(1. Becaule | could not then allow them in any Cale; 3 
wlainly do, and recommend tem in forme, that is when 
* Are not able 10 do „ ntout them. (z.) Town tue 
not Hinderances in the:iateives, but only by reator of ( 
Weaknels and Inditpoſition: But then where this Weaku 
and Indifpolitidn ii remains (xs J ſuppoſe i will do in 
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$35 long as we live) and withall Perſons are arriv'd to this, to 
able to do without them ; I can't but think (if I may judge by 
own Experience) Forms do prove Lets and Hinderances to 
ameſineſs in Prayer, as they occaſion their Neglect of a very 
oper Method to promote x. And both theſe things being 
fully expreſs'd in my Remarks, I think the Doctor had no 
ealon to complain of any Omiſſion. 

z.) His other Point which he thinks I ought to have o- 
enly declar'd my Opinion in, is, Whether to pray by a Form 
a quenching the Spirit, or a fen that he that ſo prays is not 
uued with the Spirit, as much as any other that prays without a 
um! Now to this I anſwer, that tho I make no doubt, that 
hey who uſe a Form may have the Afliliance of the Spirit, 
et, if it be true, as 1 doubt not but it is, that the Holy 
hoſt does often upon occaſton ſuggeſi to us proper Matter of 
Prayer, I can't help thinking, that Men who tie themſelves 
to a Form of Prayer, do not give him ſo fair au Opportu- 
ny for Aſhilance of that nature, as they who ule conceiv'd 
mer: And I did not think I needed to take notice of this 
fertion, and the Doctor's Arguments in his Letters to Mr. 
N becauſe I thought it evident to any Man who reads my Let- 
r, that the Spirit was not given to Chriſt on the lame Ac- 
ountF.,he is to us, I mean to help any ſuch Infirmity, as 1 
knowledge this ro be, but which all grant our Lord to 
ave been perfectly free from. 

Far be it from me to ſay our Brethren have not the Aſſi- 
ance of the Spirit. I know my felf many whom I really be- 
eve to be ſincere and good Men, and I could not believe 
hem fuch, and yet deny them the Afliitance of the Spirit. 
Ind tho I eſteem this a ſmall Evidence of my Charity to- 
ard Church-men, yet I am ſorry to fay it far exceeds any 
hilcoveries which the Doctor makes of his Charity towards 
But in my Judgment, the real Quettion here is, Whe- 
er the Gift of Prayer, according as bp. W:!kins has accyuun- 
d for it, be a uſeful valuable Gift, or no? And whether 
e ſhould not ule Means our ſelves, and give {cope for the 
liſtance of the Spirit, in order to our attaining to, and 
IProVINg in it. 
Next we come to his 5th Aſſertion; he ſays, this was form- 
dou Ecclel. 5. 2. and ſtands thus; Whoſoever teaches that 
hing without Form, and Extempore, is to be frefer'd to 
hing by Form, as being more agreeable to the Will of God, is 
in ort) a falſe Teacher. Here, he ſays, I betake my elf to 
u uling, and inſlead of confidering this Aftertion, cull out a- 
wer, which 1 thought 1 could better fay lomerhing — 
ur 
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But this is all really very groundleſs. I ſaid therefore thy 
in this Inſtance the Doctor was ſtill eſtabliſhing the ſame Aſertim: 
And what did I mean but the Afſertion I had juſt before gif. 
culs'd, That Conceiv'd Prayer was not preferable to Forms; hu 
theſe were equally acceptable. And I appeal to any one 
whether the Doctor's 2d Aſſertion, That be that teaches tle i + 
ſing of Forms is not moſt highly acceptable to God, or leſs ac 
table than, or not equally acceftable as New and Extempori ! 
Prayer, is a falſe Teacher, And his 5th Aſſertion, That he tl 
teaches that praying without a Form is preferable to praying ? 
with, as more agreeable tv the Will of God, is a falſe Teach ! 
be not ſo far tor the Subſtance the ſame, as to warraut ny * 
ſaying in general, that he is effabliſhing the ſame AſertioninM * 
this latter, and fo ſaving my ſelf the trouble of tranſcribing, ? 
And Iprotels I can't imagine what other End the Doctor can 
ſuppole I propos'd to ſerve by it: Well, let us ſee what the 
Allertion is which I cull'd out; Why, 'tis this, That he tht 
prays by a Form, p#ays in ay a manner as enables him to pry 
more agreeably to the Rule above-mention'd. And that this is his 


* 


Aſſertion, he does not deny; and he uſhers it in towards the * 
Concluſion of the 5th Inſtance, with thele words, The HH * 
Conſequence of all which is this: and then afterward ads, * 
that whoſoever teaches the contrary Aſſertion (ſetting dos 
what he calls his Aſſertion, and which he has now again tran ® 
ſcrib'd) is a falſe Teacher : So that I had ſet down the pla f 
Conſequence of his Argument, and had only given a genera G6 
hint of his aſſerting a Man a falſe Teacher that oppos'd thi P 
Conlequence ; and yet he complains I ſhuffle : I profels I an ſt 
ſorry I am forc'd to treſpaſs on the Reader's Patience, by uh Y 
ſo many - Words in ſo plain a Caſe ; but 'tis evident tis nol c] 
my own Fault: I urg'd the Conſequence of this Argument, thi 
it plainly condemns all thoſe that us'd conceiv'd Prayer, as va h 
and haſty : He lays, this is a ſiretching his Argument, becauſe P 
has all along a regard to jwblick Worjoaip. But not to mention © 
that the Doctor had given no Caution to the contrary, hid 1 
may be ſuppos'd neceftary where a Man argues generally ; ſc 
might be led to this by the very nature of his Arguments li 
for two of his Aſlertions, and a third in part, are ground 1 
purely on a private Prayer of our Lord in the Garden : 40 hi 
therefore if they will hold in publick Prayers, much more i lu 
private: And let but any Man impartially conſider the Us T 
Qor's Words under that head, and 1 fear not to ſtand to ill h 
Determination, whether the Doctor has not here carry'd tit fc 
Matter farther than he now cares to own : Beſides the Doc l 
does not now ſay, that the Text he argues from relates wholly N 4 


pul 
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PR Pr ayer. And fince he quotes Bp. Wilkins's Paraphraſe, 

defire to know whether that does not 2 relate to pri- 
vate as to publick Prayer; I know the Doctor mentions ſuch Re- 
medies as may be uſed in private Prayer to prevent Raſhneſs, which 
are not proper to be uſed in publick: Bur ſtill I ask, whether 
there are not ſufficient Remedies to prevent Raſhneſs in pub- 
lick Prayer preſcribed by Bp. V. 

And farther, the ſame Argument againit conceiv'd Prayer 
in publick, will hold good againſt it in a Family, to which 
the Iriſh Story does chiefly relate: And when I lay, the Do- 
for's Conſequence falls hard on the Primitive Chriſtians, all No- 
teſtants, and the Church of England her ſelf, I have therein e- 
vidently a regard to publick Prayer. 

I have (aid enough before in anſwer to the Queſtion he pro- 

nds in ſpeaking to the third Remark ; and therefore ſhall 
only ſay, that I could never ſee a Proof of the general Uſe of 
Forms from the earlieſt Ages of Chriſlianity. 

I propos'd a Queſtion, What the Doctor would have a Non- 
conformiſt do, that has weigh'd the Eſtabliſh'd Form, and declares 
that, according to his beſt Fudgment, he finds many things that 
need Alteration * He anlwers, he ought either to alter ſuch bis 
Fudgment : But ſuppoſe it be (as I put it) his beſt Judgment, 
and he can't alter it, which a Man can't do at pleaſure ; He 
ſays then, he wuſt ſubmit it ſo far to the Judgment of the Church- 
Governours, as not to cauſe any Separation, But tuppole this 
i Perſon himſelf a Church-Governour, or ſuppole thoſe 

i ſtiled Church-Governours act herein, in impoſing a Form, 
b without due Authority; on whom is the Separation then 
"oF chargeable ? | 
tha I had (aid the Text related to Vows, and not to Prayer : And 
1 here the Doctor refers me to By. Wilkins, who interprets it of 
ſe Bayer, and thinks that can't but be of ſufficient weight to ſa- 
ia tisſie me of the true meaning of the Text, fince I ſay, for ought 
nie Lever heard, the Diffenters are well pleas'd with the ſaid Di- 
ſcourſe, But does the Doctor think I intended by that Expreſ- 
ſion to acknowledge every Interpretation given by the Biſhop; 
I don't think he would like to have the ſame meaſure dealt to 
him with relation to the Book of Homilies, to which he has 
ſubſcrib'd. 1 knew very well how the Biſhop explain'd the 
Text, when I gave the other Interpretation, and {rhought I 
had better Reaſons for mine from the Context, than he could 
for his; and accordingly I produc'd them, tho the Doctor from 
his great Averſion to ſhuffling, takes no notice of them. Aud 
I did not acquieſce in that Interpretation, becauſe it was Bp. 
Patrick's, and indeed I had 47 it, and my Reaſons for It, 


341 ths 
before I knew it was his: But till my Reaſons are difprov's, 
I ſhall think that Interpretation is a full Anſwer to all that i; 
argued by the Doctor from that Text. 85 

His ſixth Afertion follows next in order, and it relates to 
8 wit in Book, and of this he treats, Exam. p. 36. 
e are agreed as to the Lawfulneſs of the thing contended for, 
and are now only concern d about what the Doctor alledges in 
Vindication of his Proof. Ialledg'd that twas not fafe arguing 
from Divine Goodneſs, and gave two Inſtances to prove it: Ilie 
Doctor ſays, theſe do by no means prove what I would have them, 
and he takes no manner of notice of that on which 1 did in 
expreſs words lay the greateſt ſtreſs : But he ſays as to the 
other, that it may be truly aſſerted, that the Divine Goodneſs dil 
exert it ſelf to the ut moſt, at things flood, and without act ing 
contradiorily, in order to preſerve Man in the State of Inmocen- 
cy. I doubt not at all of the Goodneſs of God toward Min 
in his State of Innocency, nor of his perfect Wiſdom in all 
Dealings with him: But the Queſtion here, is, whether the 
Doctor can prove, that it had not been an AF of Goodneſs in 
God, to have prevented the Devil's tempting him to Sin; or whe. 
ther he can prove, that this would have been to act contradids 
rily ; tho this may be really true, and would appear fo to 
us, did we underitand all the Reaſons of things, yet this 13 
OS to our purpoſe : There I lay the Streſs, that we are 
not able always to underſtand the Reaſons of things; that 
therefore may 1eally be an ating contradiforily with regard to 
him, which our Conceptions will not help us to diſcern iv A 
be fo. And therefore to argue barely from the Divine Good- on 
nels in this Caſe is not fair. Beſides I had in my ſecond Re- be 
mark offer'd a Reaſon, which was ſufficient to invalidate this NW. 
Argument, viz. That tho preaching with-out Pook were the I [a 
molt efficacious means, yet notwithitanding God's Good- 0 
neſs, he might as a Puniſhment for the ir deſpiteful Treatment I ex 
of his Prophet, not afford it them, and eſpecially not by wor- I £2 
king a Miracle in order to their having it: And I ask'd hin War 
father, Whether Divine Goodneſs does always engage him to uſe MW (el 
the mnſt efficatious means, if amy at all? 4 whether be will nor v 
allow God gradually to with-hold his hand on Mens Provecation: * 
And this was the Caſe of the Jews, who had ſo wretchediy 
abus'd that great Initance of God's Favour, the ſpecial and 
extraordinary Prophet Feremiah, whom he had rais'd up, 
and they, for his having faithfully deliver'd the Will of God 
to them, had caſt into Priſon. 
I had (aid, If this Argument proves any thing, it proves that 
« Man' Prezching by Proxy, is as efficacious as his agg 
| bim- 
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himſelf. He ſays, be confeſſes he is ſo far Mid, as to 
think the foregging ian 201 very 490 Th a Miniſter's 
procuring (when he is diſabled himſelf to officiate) a Proxy to 
perform his Office, Fl ſo be Care he taken that the Proxy be as 
ſuitable for the Bu my as Baruch was, And I ſuppoſe no one 
ever doubted of the Lawfulneſs of this; I am ſure my Words 
will not give any Umbrage of my putting ſuch a Caſe as this: 
But the Doctor would fain give his Argument another turn 
than what it had before : It was built before on Divine 
| Goodneſs, that ſuppoſing it deſign'd to bring Men to Repentance, 
| it muſt be ſuppos'd to uſe the moſt efficacious Means, and conſe- 
| ently preaching with-in Book is ſuch; or otherwiſe God mould 
we % order'd Matters, as that Jeremiah ſhould have deliver d 
his Meſſage himſelf, or elſe would have order d and enabled Ba- 
ruch to have /o deliver d it, and not to have read it out of a 
Book. I ask the Doctor then, Does not his own Argument 
as fully conclude for preaching by Proxy, or that a Proxy's 
preaching not bis own Works (which Cale the Doctor now 
puts) but the Yorks of him whoſe Proxy he i, is as efficacious 
and edifying a way of preaching, as a Man's preaching him- 
ſelf? Let him ſhew wherein the Difference of theſe two 
ways of arguing lies; and till then I ſhall eſteem that a good 
Argument, which the Doctor calls Drollery, He ſays I have 
too mean and unworthy an Opinion of Baruch, in comparing him 
to no other than a common Pariſh-Clerk. But I anſwer, My 


only was evidencing that preaching by Proxy might as well 
be argued from the Text, as preaching with-in Book. But L 
will venture to imitate the Doctor's way of arguing here, and 
lay, I believe all ſober and judicious Perſons will think the Do- 
for has too mean and unworthy an Opinion of that ſpecial and 
extraordinary Prophet Jeremiah, in 2 him on a level with 
Baruch, who was himſelf no Prophet. This he does, while he 
2 from that Text, that preaching with-in Book is not 
lels efficacious and edifying than preaching with- out Book, 
which muſt be on this Suppoſition, that Baruch's readin, the 
Prophely to the People was as efficacious aud edifying, © 
Prophet Jeremiab's delivering it himſelf. I aflure the in 
the next place, in ſpeaking of Pluraliits, I had no manner of 
aim at him, or deſign that any ſhould imagine I had: I [corn 
lo bale a Deſign as the putting into Peoples Heads evil Sul- 
picions and Surmizes of an Adverſary without good Evidence, 
and as I had no Evidence or Suſpicion of that Matter, ſo I am 
heartily glad 1 can now teſtify to him, that I really honour 
lim, on che account of the honeit and noble Diſpoſitiou he 
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has expreſs'd : And I profeſs it grieves me to think that ſuch 
generous Souls ſhould, contrary to their Inclination and Ten. 
dency, by a few narrow Principles, be cramp'd into ſuch un. 
chatitable Thoughts of their Brethren : Nor did Ideſign any 
Reflection on ſuch as, through a real want of Subſiſtence jn 
one, held neighbouring Cures, which they ſupply'd them. 
felves. But my Aim was at thoſe who were well provided 
for in one Cure (and ſuch are very common) and yet hold 
one, and ſome ſeveral more, which they can take no care of 
themſelves, and who, while they often enjoy themſelves the 
far greater part of the Profitsof the Living, put off him who 
officiates and performs the Paſtoral Work, with what is com. 
paritively inconfiderable ; ſo that I think the Doctor and I do 
not here ditter at all : And this fully takes off what he al. 
ledges concerning Pluralities among the Diſſenters. And 
as to his other Allegation, Iknow of none of their Con- 
gregations that are ſo numerous as that they can't meet 
together to worſhip God in one place; or where the Members 
are ſo diſlant, that they do not ordinarily do ſo : Which 
renders their Caſe very different from that of ſome Pariſhes ol- 
jected againit ; ſo that he might have ſpar'd his ſevere bu 
not pertinent Application of the Text (Mat. 7. 5.) to me. 

Next we are to conſider the Matter of ſymbolizing with the 
Pafiſts : And here I allow'd the Doctor, that the Iupiſt. 
preach with-out Book, and ſeldom or never with-in Book ; and 
added, no doubt their reaſon is, becauſe they judge it the moſt 
perſwaſive way, as I can't but own that, generally Reaking, it it, 
Thele laſt words the Doctor overlooks, which yer I think very 
material, for hereby I only alledge the nature of things, and 
appeal to common Experience, whether that way of ſpeaking, 
waen well manag'd, does. not add Life to what is ſaid, and 
more command the Attention of an, Auditory ? But the Do- 
Cor obſerves, that in like manner they may ſay that the Pup ift. 
uſe the Sur; lice, Sign of the Croſs, &c. no doubt becauſe they 
judge them moſt decent and proper to be us'd. Very well, but 
then the Queſtion is, whether tis as obvious, that they judge 
right in the one as in the other? Common experience confirms 
the one, but what is there to confirm the other? 

| ask'd whether the Doctor thought us ſo ſilly as to believe, 
that becauſe the Papiſts uſe both ways of preaching and praying 
with-in and with-out Book, therefore we are to uſe neither * 
The Doctor ſays, this does not at all belong to our Caſe (but in 
my mind it does very much, for if ke can't think ſo of us, 
ne muſtthen own that not to be our Principle) becauſe the 
common Diſſenters ſeem not to know that the Papiſts preach and 
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45 with-out Book, as well as their Teachers, and therefore are 
aft to think it a Gift peculiar to their Teachers, But I hardly 
believe our common Diſſenters think this a Gift peculiar 10 
their Teachers, but moſtly know that ſeveral Church-men do 
the lame. But I would ask the Doctor, whether he thinks 
me Common Diſlenters do not know there are many Circum- 
lances attending their Worſhip, and that of the Papiits, as that 
their Prieſts have Pulpits, ſtand when they preach, have 
Clothes on, Cc. and whether they. think theſe unlawful be- 
cauſe the Papiſts uſe them? And therefore tho I can't ſpeak 
particularly of De Lawne's Book as to this Point, not having 
it by me, and it being ſeveral years ſince I read it, yet I can'r 
think he, or any common Diſſenter of tollerable Senle, and who 
knew any thing of the Papiſts, would ſay that 'tis a receiv'd 
principle among the Diſſenters, That *tis not expedient or good 
to ſymbolize or agree with the Papiſts in things belonging to Divine 
Worſhip, without intending it to be underſlood under ſome 
Reſtrictions or Limitations. | 

Next the Doctor conſiders the Account I give of the Diſ- 
ſenters Opinion in this Matter : He thinks from my firit Re- 
park may be infer'd, the Power elaim'd by the Governours 
f the Church, to impole all they do impoſe. For, r, I own 
hat the Care of God's Worſhip is lodg'd not equally with all, 
but peculiarly with ſome. 2. That tis neceſſary that they with 
whom the Care of God's Worſhip is fo lodg'd, ſhould fix and ſettle 
uch Circumſtances as relate thereunto (but this is a ſtretching 
my Words; for I don't ſay they muſt fix and ſettle Circum- 
ances in general, but only ſuch as are neceſſary to be deter- 
min'd, without the determining of which there can be no 
ublick Worſhip.) 3. That there are ſome Circumſtances that 
muſt be determin'd, as Time, Place, &c. Wherefore, 4. He de- 
fres to know what I include under my | &c.] (Iautwer, All other 
things that are neceflary in order to the true worſhiping of 
od, He adds) Whether under it may not reaſonably be inclu- 


el Demeanonr or Behaviour, Manner or Way of Praying, or 
it Pe like Circumſtances neceſſary to be determin'd for the more de- 
ze Went Performance of God's Worſbip. I aulwer, That Reverence 


in our Behaviour in the Worſhip of God is commanded by 
od himſelf, and therefore they are to ſee to't, that that ge- 
neral Rule be oblerv'd, and that there be no Irreverence in 
0d's Worſhip; but I deny that they have a Power to enjoin 
me and the ſame Poſture to be us d by all, in any particular 
At of Worſhip, and elpecially where the Lawfulneſs of the 
s, Wolture is queſtion de For I think the Worſhip of God may 
e performed without this, and there may be Reverence of 
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Behaviour without Uniformity of Poſture. As to what be 
ſays about the Manner and Way of Paying; I ſuppoſe be 
means, whether it ſhall be with or without a Farm, or with 
a Mixture of both. Now ſuppoſing that I have prov'd the 
Neceſſity of allowing conceiv'd Prayer, where Forms are us'd, 
they can't have a Power to exclude it ; but as tothe mixture 
of both, ſuppoſe I ſhould allow that the Governours of 
every particular Church have a Power to determine either 
way, this will not affect our Cauſe, becauſe tis on this I lay 
the great difference in my Letter, p. 8. And here indeed lies 
the very heart of the Controverſy between the Conformiſt 
and Non-Conformiſts, whether thoſe, who under the Notion 
of Church-Rulers, do impoſe one Form of Prayer to be con- 
ſtantly us'd in all worſhiping Aſſemblies in this Nation, have 
a juſt Power or Commiſſion to do as they do. 

As to that Text, Mat. 23. 2. I gave in my Letter a full 
Anſwer to't, and need only to refer the Reader to it, 


25. 

1 As to what he urges from the 23d Verſe of that Chapter, 
Iown "tis ſomewhat ſpecious, and therefore I ſhall here cloſe- 
ly conſider it. The Words of Chriſt are theſe, * Wo unto 
you Scribes and Phariſees, Hypocrites ; for ye pay Title 
& of Mint, and Anniſe, and Cummin, and have omitted the 
« weightier Matters of the Law, Judgment, Mercy, and 
« Faith ; theſe ought you to have done, and not to leave 
the other undone. 

The Doctor fays, That theſe things were not requir'd by the 
Law, but only by the Conſtitutions of the Secribes and Phariſees, 
and yet (becauſe they were not contrary to the Law) our Saviow 
expreſly declares, ought not to be left undone, hence tis fair) 
argued by us, that tho the wearing the Surplice, the Uſe of the 
Sen of the Croſs, &c. are 97 (Aon not by the Scriptures, but by 
the Governours of the Church ; yet beeauſe the ſaid Governour: 
do not act herein contrary to the Scriptures, therefore they ought 
to be obſerv'd. 

I might obſerve that the Doctor does here overthrow one 
of his Anſwers to that Text, Mat. 15. alledg'd in his Letter 
to a diſſenting Pariſhioner, p. 15. for according to his own 

otion, will he not ſuppole they laid as much ſtreſs on theſe 
as their other Traditions? Did they not as much teach theſe 
for Doctrines, as the waſhing Hands before Meat? And there- 
fore ſince that Anſwer won't according to him hold here, in 
tithing the Mint, Annile, and Cummin, neither will it there. 
But as to the Text it (elf, Grot ius has explain d it ſo, as fully 
to take off all the Force of it againſt us. (Vid. Synop. Critic. in 

1 62, loc. 
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5 
Þe.}* Chrift did not determine the Controverſy about the 
« Right of theſe things, but only ſays, Since you are pleas d 
« to interpret the Law in ſuch a manner as you do, you 
« ought to do thoſe things, but yer ſo as not to omit the 
« greater and more important Matters of the Law. And if 
this Senſe be allowed, it carries in it no more than this, that 
in an indifferent thing, which might be done or nor done, an 
erroneous Conſcience, judging it not indifferent but neceſlary, 
did oblige to the doing of it; which I think all will grant 
to be a great Truth. But I think there is ſomewhat more 
to be conſider d with reference to this Text, and that is this, 
That tho there was no Law that did enjoin the paying Tithes 
of thefe things, yet there was an expreſs Law of God which 
could warrant the Lawfulneſs of it; and that js the Law of 
Vows, according to which a Man might voluntarily devote a- 
ny part of his Eſtate to the Service of God. And in ſuch 
ales z Man was not to break his word, Numb. 30.2. Now 
Im apt to think, the Scribes and Phariſees were under a 
rehgious Vow to obſerve the Rules of Phariſaiſm : To which 


—_—_— wv vw w- 1 


* vo ty —- 


. 8 


 Wpupoſe Dr. Lightfoot (Works, Vol. 2. p. 123.) ſays, „That 
„che Women who embrac'd Phariſaiſm, did it of their own 
* We free Will and Pow, not by Command, which the Men-Pha- 
© WH riſees alſo did. And to this purpoſe I defire it may be ob- 
g ery'd, that Chriſt ſpeaks of their paying Tit hes themſelves, 


and not of their commanding others to pay them : Nor indeed 
do I think it can be prov'd, that they did require this of any 
but their own Sect ; to which purpoſe let thoſe words in the 
„ Farable, Luke 18. 12, be conſider d: In which 'tis but ratio- 
nl to ſuppoſe, that he boaſts of ſome what peculiar to a Pha- 
9 nſee, wherein he imagin'd he excell d thoſe that were not of 
his own Set : / faſt twice a Week; I give Tithes of all that 1 
by ofſeſs, Now tho tis true, ſome of the Rules of Phariſaitm 
might be unlawful, and to them their Vow could not bind 
hem, yer certainly in ſuch a Matter as this, of conſecrating 
part of their Eſtates to the Service of God, which was left in 
general to the Liberty of ſuch as were at their own Diſpoſal, 
t did oblige them, not by virtue of any Conſtitution or Law 
" of the Phariſees, but by virtue of the Law of Vows. And 
0 therefore, as I obſerv'd, Chriſt ſays only to the Scribes and 
© WPhariſees, YE ought not to have left theſe things undone 
(chat is on ſuch a Suppoſition) but does not ſay that others 
n vere bound by their Laws, And I again here urge what! 
od in my Remarks, that if Chriſt had thought the Jews . 
were bound by the Traditional Laws of the Elders in ſuch 
tings as God had not commanded, provided they were inno- 
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| 40 
cent in themſetves, he could not then have vindicated his Dil 
ciples as he did, Mat.15. for not obſerving a Ceremony enjoiny 
by them, tho it was in its own nature perfectly innocent, az} 
think waſhing of Hands before Meat muſt be acknowledg4 
by all to be: And ſo I hope I have fully clear'd the Diſſenten 
Cauſe from being at all concern'd in that Text. And hene 
the Doctor may ſee that I am no ways oblig'd to prove the 
Sign of the Croſs not to be indifferent (any more than he is tg 
prove that waſhing Hands before Meat is ſo) tho if this wer 
8 place for it, I don't think that ſo hard to be done. 

(2) I alledg'd, that the Church of Rome is, and for ſeveri 
Ages as been Idolatrous, &c. He asks, What is that to then 
who agree with them in nothing Idolatrous, &c. But I think tis 
very much to them, with reference to that purpoſe for which 
I alledg'd it, viz. To ſhew how improper they are to be made 
a Pattern, and how unreaſonable tis to retain the things in 
Controverſy, only from an A ffectation of Conformity to them; 
which is ſo plain in it ſelf, as alſo in my Letter, that I cant 
but wonder he ſhould overlook it. And to make it yet plain. 
er, I will ſet it off with this Alluſion, that fince the Church 
of Rome is acknowledg'd to be idolatrous, and the moſt ia 

ure and corrupt Communion in the World, there can bew 
Cm Reaſon given why a reform'd Church ſhould affect: 
Conformity to that Church, than there can be why a modeſt 
Woman ſhould affect the Garb, Dreſs, or Air of the vileſt 
Strumpet. But the Doctor, by my leave, would know why it 
ſbould be thought a vain Humour in them to pleaſe the Papiſi ¶ we 
by retaining ſome things in Conformity with them as far as they thi 
ean; and yet not be counted Xing a vain Humour in them, 1 ke 
go about to pleaſe the Diſſenters, ? laying aſide things innocent thi 
and even decent in themſelve:? I will tell the Doctor then, ne 
why I count it a vain Humour in them to endeavour to pleaſt pa 
the Papiſts, even becauſe I count it a certain thing, that Uni- ter 
on with that Church can never be obtain'd without returning wi 
back to their notorious Superſtition and Idolatry. I do like-M th 
wile think, that learned Men of the Doctor's own Communi-W thi 
on, ſuch as Mr. Joſeph Mede, Dr. More, Dr. 1 and pre 
eſpecially of late that moſt ingenious Author Mr. Whiſton, I At 
have fully prov'd that tis to the Pope and his Church thoſe an 
Deſcriptions do belong in the Scripture, Of the Man of Sin, wi 
the great Whore, &c. I think it therefore clear from them, in 
that God has given ſeveral expreſs Commands to avoid Com- | 
munion with her, leſt we be Partekers in her Plagues. And [ti 
if this be true, and that is a Church fo utterly abhor'd of God, MW do 
I do not underſtand how it can be otherwiſe than vain and 7 th 


41 
ful too, to retain any thing meerly in Conformity to them, 
or to affect a Likeneſs to them. And if the Dodo: thinks he 
has reaſon to entertain the ſame Notions of the Difſenters 
(who'are not chargeable with any. Idolatry, Impurity, and 
Corruption) he appears to be a Man of too inveterate Preju- 
dices to gain Conviction by a Diſpute. Burt this we are aſſur d 
of, that all are not of his mind, but there are many as lear- 
ned and pious as the Doctor, who look upon us in a quite dif- 
ferent manner, and judge our Differences to be in ſuch ſmall 
things as may eaſily admit of an Accomodation, and accot- 
dingly long for it. And this encourages us to hope, that 
notwithitanding the Oppoſition made by tome, there will 
come a time when our Divifions ſhall be ended; and we there- 
fore pray that God would pour out a Spirit of Peace on Men 
order hereunto. The good Lord haken it in his time; and 
let good Chriitians lay, Amen. 

Aud farther, is there no proſpect of more Gain and Advan- 
tage to the Intereſt of Religion among us, by yielding ſome 
things to the Diſſenters, than by retaining a Conformity to 
the Papiſts in the diſputed Rites ? Is it nothing to have Pro- 
teſtants in this Nation more firmly and clolely united, and to 
have Chriſtian Love and Peace promoted? Would it be no 
Advantage to Religion to remove thoſe ſtumbling Blocks out 
of our way, at which the Doctor ſees we ſtumble, and there- 
fore looks on us as Schiſmaticks, and in a State of Damnati- 
on? Are their indifferent Ceremonies (as they call them) more 
worth than the Souls of all the Diſſenters in this Nation? If 
this be the Doctor's Charity, I pray God for ever bleſs and 
keep me from Men of ſuch Charity. And tho the Doctor thinks 
the things in diſpute innocent, yet fince he can't judge them 
neceſſary for the ſaving of our Souls, he ſhould be willing to 
= with them : And he can't (one would think) when he 
eriouſly confiders this Matter, expect to give up an Account 
with Joy, of his pleading profeſſedly againſt the parting with 
them. He thinks them indeed decent; but I may well defy 
the Doctor to ſhew wherein the Decency of them lies, or to 
prove the Worſhip of God will be any ways indecent in the 
Abſence and Want of them. But if the Doctor thinks that 
an equal Regard is to be had to the Papiits and Diſſenters, I 
will not much wonder that he repreſents the latter as carnal, 
in being concern'd for Succeſs againit France. | 

(3.) I faid, we thought that all uſeleſs Monuments of Super- 
ſtition and Idolatry ſhould be aboliſh'd, The Doctor ſays, and ſo 
do we think too. Very well, Iam glad of it; the Controverſy 
then turns on theſe two Points, (1.) Whether the Ceremonies 
111 


in diſpute are Monuments of Superſtition and Idolatry. No RW 
if theſe things in the Church of Rome, from whence they an 
receiv d, were ſuperſtitious and idolatrous, then certainly e 
they are ſuch Monuments. (2.) Whether theſe things are uſe. 
leſs; and as to that I defy the Doctor to diſprove it by ſhew. 
ing the Uſefulneſs of them; and do withal aſſert them to he 
exceeding hurtful, as they cauſe Diviſions among Chriſtia Nen 
m this Nation. | | 
I come now to conſider what he ſays in vindication of his {il 
ſeventh Aſſertion, p. 50.'I had ſaid, I'm fully wag "of het www 
is no diſſenting Miniſter in this Kingdom, who teaches or believe 
fuch a thing, viz. That praying without a Form, or preaching 
without Rook, are true and certain ſigns of being ſpiritually gifted. WE 
And if the Doctor will but believe the diflenting Miniſters ate | 
capable of an ordinary meaſure of Thought, he muſt own 
what I ſaid to be true. For I wouid ask him, whether he 
thinks any of them do imagine a wicked Man can give true 
aud certain Signs of his being ſpiritually gifted, or whether 
he thinks they do not all of them know, there have been 
Miniſters both in and out of the Church, who have us'd both 
thole things, tho they have evidenc'd themſelves by their 
Lives not to have had the Spirit. The Doctor ſays, he hz x 
had this urg d to him more than once, as 4 certain ſign of their he 
being ſpiritually gifted ; and that to pray extempore, and to pray 
” the Spirit, are Expreſions promiſcuouſly uſed by the common 
iſſenters, as if they were altogether equivalent, and the one 
inſeparable from the other: And this he thinks muſt be owing 
to their Teachers, as not endeavouring to undeceive them. But | 
t it to the Doctor, whether he thinks they will acknow- e 
edge a wicked Man to be ſpiritually gifted, becauſe he uſes _ 
that way of Preaching and Praying, I dare ſay, let the Cale 
be put to them, that ſuch a Man is a Swearer, Drunkard, 
Liar, or Adulterer, and yer prays and preaches with-out 
Book, they will immediately deny his being ſpiritually gifted. 
I will therefore tell the Doctor what I apprehend from his 
Account of this Matter, viz. That fome common Diſſenters, N 
whom the Doctor has talk'd with, may have ſaid ſomew'hat 
to this purpoſe, that as there was a diſcernable Seriouſneſs in {* th 
their Miniſters way of praying or preaching, and, they could 
nnd both to be very uſeful and edifyving to them, they did 
not doubt but that he had the Aſſiſtance of the Spirit: But ee 
then I doubt not, they would have it ſuppos'd that they had 
no Evidence to the contrary, that they knew his Conver(- 
tion and manner of Life to be ſuch, as became a Chriſtian and 
z Miniſter. - And in my mind Charity ſhould direct us to judge 


thus 


jus in every the like Caſe. I profeſs I judge thus of the 
onformiſts, and believe I ever ſhall do ſo. Common Peo- 
le are ready on all ſides to uſe looſe Expreſſions of things, 
ad a Man who lies at the catch with them, by the help of a 
le Sophiſtry, may make them endeavour to advance and de- 
id them, in a ſenſe in which they did not at firit deſign 
em, and in which, if they were talk d fairly with, they 
ould diſclaim them, And ſo I can't but think che very 
diſſenters the Doctor talks of, would readily own, that a 
ſan may pray without a Form and without the Spirit too, 
d that theſe are not therefore inſepatable from ane anotlier. 
ad it is really unmanly and difingenuous to pick up ſuch 
raps of Objections from the private Converſation (and elpe- 
Lally from the Dialect) of the common People; and then 
u alledging and anſwering them, make a ſhzw of confuting 
he whole Body of the Diflenters : And how eaſy is it in this 
aſe to retaliate |! 
As to the Doctor's next Paragraph, tis ſo {light that I can't 
ut defare the Reader to review in my Letter that third Re- 
ak concerning this his Seventh Aſſertion, and judge whe- 
her it deſerv'd not a more diltin& and particular Anſwer. 
am ſure it nearly touches the Claim the Doctor lays in for 
he Rights of the Parochial Miniſters. 
He lays, 4s to the Controverſy between us concerning the 
Wligation Pariſhioners lie under, to look on their Pariſh Mini- 
ters to be their rightful Miniſters, it depends on the Obedience 
us to Church-Governours, and therefore unleſs I can diſprove. 
lat, this will hold good of Courſe. But in that very place I al- 
dg d what I think is ſufficient to ſhew the Weakneſs of 
heir Claim. I had likewiſe ſaid, in oppoſition to the ſtreſs 
he Doctor laid on the Church-Mens being the Pariſhes owa 
limſters, that in a Popiſh Country the Parochial- Miniſter *s the 
1 aud the Proteſtant the Cat holick : And in auſwer 
o this the Doctor ſays, Tis too plain to need proof, that the 
aſe of the Pariſh-Miniſters here amongſt us, us by no means the 
ame with thoſe in a Popiſh Country, 2 as much as not the Ju- 
. Miniſter, but the Diſſenting Teacher is the Schiſmatick, or 
e that ſeparates from the National and Apoſtolical Church. And 
0 all is well, and he has given a full Anſwer, but the un- 
appineſs is, there are many things too plain to the Doctor to 
ed proof, which appear ſo very uncertain and falſe to the 
Viſlenters, as to need a great deal more proof to make them 
but, than he cares to beſtow: And the big words of a Natio- 
ut and Apoſtolical Church, contribute nothing to the Proof of 
© Matter in hand. Befides, the joining of thoſe Words ro. 
3G | gether 


A c=. 


— 
# «+ 
— 
—* 


= by 4. 5 FI 

- 22 
2 » * * ———ů— - 
K . Edo 


— 


LEY . 
2 IIOEE 8 
— uy RY 


U 1. 0 


- F. 


gether ſounds a little odd in the Ears of thoſe who can't di- 
cover any National Churches at all inthe Apoſtles days, 

- The or had alledg'd, that tit unwarrantable for 1. 
— 2 to be puff d up for their Teachers againſt the Paris, 

mmiſters, from 1 Cor. 3. In anſwer to this, he ſays, Im 
two Remarks. (I. ) That the Diſſeuters are Miniſters of Ci. 

(2.) That a Man may prefer one Perſon before another with 
being puff d up, 8c. To which he replies, that ſuppoſing tle 
Diſſenters are Miniſters of Chriſt, yet this alters not the Caſe, 
for as much as thoſe were all certainly Miniſters of Chriſt, in v 
ſpe of whom St. Paul blames the Corinthians, as being tut 
wp for one againſt the other, But I wonder what Nate the 

tor will give this Ulage: I am ſure that of ſhuſfling will 
not reach to it, He has curtail'd my words, ſo as quite to 
alter the ſenſe of them: For in that Remark I retort the Do- 

&or's Argument, and uſe theſe words, p. 77. That if the 
Diſſenters are Miniſters of Chriſt, and the DoRor has as yet al. 
ledg'd nothing tolerable to prove the contrary, then this Conſe 

uce falls beavily on the Doctor and ſeveral of his Brethren, 
who ave puff 'd up with a Witneſs againſt Diſſenters, &c. I cant 
but here. make this wnlucky Remark, That that Man's very 

little to be truſted in reporting the Opinions of common Di- 
ſenters from any private Converſation, who does ſo notor- 
ouſly-miſrepreſent the Senſe of an Adverſary, when it lies be- 
fore him in plain words printed at length, and he may ſo eaſ- 
ly be convinc'd of it, Let the Doctor, who is ſo frequent and 
free in charging me with ſhuffling, and is himſelf guilty d 
that or worſe, confider whether I have not more reaſon to 
apply thoſe words to him which he applies to me, Thou Hy 
pocrite, firſt caſt out the Beam out of thine own Eye, &c. p. 37. 
As to his other Reply, it ſignifies nothing till he prove the 
Blame of the Separation not to be juſtly chargeable on them- 
ſelves, but on us; and he may fee this Matter confider'd in 
the third Remark, which he briefly hinted at before, but 
which really belong'd to this very thing, and might have 
ſav'd him the trouble of his ſecond Reply. 

His next Aſſertion is, about Faſts and Feſtivals ; and this 
he thinks (Exam. p. 52.) is the only one which I have gone 
about fairly to diſprove without ſhuffling or pretending, he 
had miſrepreſented us. The Doctor may therefore by this 
Inſtance fee I am not unwilling to own it, when he does re- 
ally oppote any of our Opinions; and I with I had no more 
reaſon to complain of his mil repreſenting us, than he has of 


my ſhuffling. 
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1 had zepreſented the Diſſenters Principles with reference 
to this Mater in five things, which the Doctor confiders in fp. (vl 
order. 1 17 * 

1. The Diſſenters think that God himſelf has appointed one 4.1, 9.2 88 

Day weekly for the thankful Remembrance of his Mevcies. And q 
added what the Doctor has left out, ſupplying it's place with 
a fly [ c.] for an obvious Reaſon ; Verein we are bound 
urticularly to bleſs God for the great Work of our Redemption by 
Chriſt, and for all that Chriſt has done amd ſuffer'd for us in or- 
ler to the accompliſbing of it; and therefore they think it need- 
eſt for Men to appoint other Days yearly for the ſame thing. 
Before I conſider what the Doctor lays in anſwer to this, I 
ſhall firſt a little clear it: When I ſaid, That God had appoin- 
ted one day weekly for the thankful Remembrance of his Mercies, 
had a regard to theſe Mercies of Creation, &gc. for which 
od appointed at firit the Seventh Day of the Week to be ob- 
ew'd; and ſo my Deſign was this, that as God has now 
hang*d the Feltival from the Seventh to the Firſt Day of the 
ek, on which Chriſt roſe again from the dead, and fo 
his Day has a ſpecial Reference to Chriſt, and is deſign'd 
nore eſpecially bor this end, that we ſhould thereon praiſe 
50d for him, and the Bleſſings we owe to him; yet as the 
deventh Day ceas'd to be holy, and the firſt became ſo upon 
his Change, I thought the other Bleſſings of Creation were 
dot to be overlook'd, but the great Work of the Seventh 
Day of the Week, with the addition of {ſomewhat more, as 
peculiarly adapted to the new Diſpenſation of his Grace, were 
both to be perform'd ſolemnly and ſtatedly on the Firſt Day 
jt the Week: So that I here ſuppoſe a Day let apart by God 
himſelf for the thankful and ſolemn Commemoration of thoſe 
lercies, which in common do concern us and all Chriſtians, 
mo are all oblig'd accordingly to obſerve this Day. This 
hankful Remembrance, viz. of ſuch general and common 
Mercies, God appointed to be on a certain Day Weekly, and 
ience I faid, When God had done thus, it was needleſs for Men 
jo appoint and impoſe other Days on the ſame account. And 
now I ask the Doctor, whether this be true or no? If it be 
not, he then charges God with not appoiming what was 
eedful; if he ſays, tho he has not appointed other days 
lumſelf, yet he has left it to others to appoint them, and fo 
hey may not be needleſs: I anſwer, the Doctor ſhould then 
ave produc'd their Commiſſion, which 1 demanded, tho 
e takes no notice of it. And farther, if it were not need- 
els for Men to appoint ſuch Feſtivals, then it muſt be need- 
ul for all Church-Rulers to appoint them: That 2 
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will be a reaſon for one in one os will be a vcaſon for al 5 
others in every place; and then I think I may moſt juſtly de. Me at 
mand ſome Evidence of the Needfulneſs of theſe things, an ſho 
that he ſhould ſhew ſome Order that is given to Church-Ru ber 
lers to do fo, or elſe he mult ſay God has not order'd all th1nsen. 
that are needtul. my 
Now let us ſee how well he imitates my way of arguing :Whin 
God himſelf (lays he) appointed one day weekly for the tharkfulMeim 
Remembrance of his Mercies, and ſo incluſively of his Mevrcies on rey. 
the 5th of November, therefore "tis needleſs for Men to appoint am Main 
other Day of the Week, that the 5th of November happens on ee. 
the; Year, for the ſame thing. This is no ſhuffling doubtleſs in the 
or's Account ; God appointed one Day weekly for the 
thankful remembrance of the Mercies beſtow'd in common on 
Men, or on his Church, and fo incluſively for the 5th of Ns 
vember. Is this a common Mercy to Men, or to the Chucch 
of God ? Or could God be ſuppos'd to appoint the Day for 
the ſolema Commemoration of a Mercy, to be beſtow'd on a 
particular Nation near 1600 Years after the Inſtitution ? If 
the Doctor can't here diſcern a difference, I may well ſay, as 
he in another Cale, I can't help, but muſt pity bis Intelle/tuals, 
To bleſs God for luch common Mercies (which include all 
the Feſtivals of our Saviour) is the ſtated Work and Bulinels 
of the Lord's Day; and therefore the Queſtion is, Whether 
beſide ſuch ſlated ordinary and common Matter of Worthip, Wes, 
the Providence of God may not give us ground for that which Mi | 
is occaſional ; and, Whether in ſuch Cafes we are not to fe- me 
late our ſelves by the Occaſions themſelves ? This is what Ml ar 
kek notice of expreſly afterward, which might have preveu- We n 
ted this little turn upon me. al 
(2.) I ſaid, the Diſſemers think they have good reaſon to be- No. 


#4f.22277;eve, God did mot intend that we ſhould obſerve any ſuch religi- ere 


o Days as Men have appointed, becauſe they find not that le {Wer 
bas in his Word given us any Account of the time, when the things Whic 
themſelves happen d. Now the Doctor tells me, the ſtreſs of t!is Wor! 
Argument lies on thu Juppoſition, that we are not ts keep a Mirth 
Thankſgiving-Day for any Mercy, except on the eæadt Time or MT! 
Day when it happen d. But with nis good leave, the ſtreſs of WI c 
the Argument lies here, that if God had intended his Church 
ſhould obſerve theſe Days, he would have given Information 
for the proper time for the oblerving them, and would no! 
have left us at ſuch Uncertainties as he has actually done. 
Or to {peak with Reference to our own Cale, the itreſs lies 
here, If God had intended we ſhould obſerve tuch Days year 
ly, and ſhould bleſs him then for ſuch and ſuch rc, 4 
beſtow 


L 47 J | 
fwd at thoſe particular times of the Year, he would not 

hen have left us at ſuch Uncertainties, as that we ſhould not 
e able to know, whether in bleſſing we ſpeak Truth or Fal- 
hood : And much lefs has he order'd our faying ſo at a time, 
hen we have good reaſon to believe the thing did not hap- 
n. But the Doctor adds immediately, and if ſo, then 1 2 
he the Remarker to juſtifie (if he can) their Obſervation of the 
hankſgivings for the late glorious and happy Viftories at Blen- 
eim and Ramelies, ſince they were not appointed till ſome Weeks 
frer. I afture the Doctor I think nothing more eaſy : A 
lain Relation of the Caſe is a full Juſlification of our Pra- 
tice, God gave us thole glorious and happy Victories, and 
þ his Providence did loudly call on us to. bleſs and praiſe 
im; and accordingly our Gracious Queen ſoon after, by her 
jous Proclamations, requir'd us to oblerve Days of Thankſ- 


iving, and to bleſs God on theſe Accounts. This was not 
hWideed on the reſpettive Days on which the Victories them- 
or W&lves happen'd, when twas impoſlible we ſhould have any 


nowledge of them, but in ſome convenient time after, 
chile the Remembrance and Impreſſion of them was freſh 
our Minds, and we began very tenſibly to diſcern the bleſ- 
d Effects of them: And accordingly we hearken'd diligent- 
to the Voice of God and the Queen, and willingly join'd in 
ith thoſe ſolemn Occaſions : Which we think to be fo ra- 
onal in its ſelf, and ſo entirely conſiſtent with our Princi- 
les, that it can't but be ſtrange that any Man ſhould find in 
is heart to form an Objection from it againſt us. My Ar- 
ment therefore runs thus, Stated Days of Worſhip which 
are bound to obſerve, are appointed by God himſelf, who 
s not (as is confels'd) appointed theſe in diſpute : Occaſi- 
al Days of Worſhip are to be regulated according as the Oc- 
lions, which the Povideace of God gives, do direct. And 


gi- MWerefore the Doctor has here nothing elſe to do, but to an- 
er this plain and ealy Queſtion ; What are thoſe Occaſions 


hich have happen'd ſince God's appointing ſtated. Days of 
orſhip, which do direct us to appoint Fellivals for the 


nn and Circumciſion of Chriit, &7c. 

Ine Doctor ſays, I may ſee I am more ſqueamiſh than wiſe, 
of I can't on Chriſtmas Day, and the Sunday after, ſay with any 
ch 


erable Sat i fact ion, that God gave his only begotten Son to be 
at this time born, &c. But where is the Syueamiſtineſs in 
et, who am fully convinc'd it was not at that time? Does 
e Doctor deny, that if I am in the right herein, there is 
treaſon to except againit the uſe of the Expreſſion ? Does 
not infiſt on its being at that time, to take off my Objecti, 
on? 


nion of a ſingle Perſon, I can eafily remove that, by refering 


on f For as to the Reaſon he pretends for believing, that 'tyg 
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at quite another Seaſon of the Year, tis of no weight wit) 


againſt the univerſal Tradition of the Church. But what's tha is 
to me, to make me ſee my Squeamiſhneſs ? If the univer (oi Tr 
Tradition of the Church weighs more with him than (oli by 
Arguments, am I therefore to be concluded by it? Truely Wi tr 
rely very little on Traditions, which were ſo very uncertain on 
that even in the 2d and 3d Centuries, the Contenders on do thi 
\fides with equal Aſſurance laid claim to them; as in the on 
Controverſy about Eaſter in Pope Vifor's, and that about tir 
baptizing of thoſe who had been baptiz'd by Heretichi be 
Pope Stephanus's Time: And eſpecially I rely very little on and 
Tradition which perhaps was never heard of till the fourlWbr ! 
Century. The Doctor adds, That he believes that I will be H 
from paying my ſelf any ſuch deference to the Opinion of a we 
Perſon, how learned ſoever, as I would have him pay in this Point! 
But I appeal'd not to the Opinion, but to the Argument: ed 


that learned Author; which I do not expect to ſee anſwer! 
any otlier way than that the Doctor takes, L mean by denying 
the Concluſion. But if it be any Objection, that *tis the Op 


him. to Dr. Lightfoot, Vol. 2. p. 107. and to Lydyat, ano pri 
very learned Countryman of our own, whom { thall have c um 
caſion to mention afterward; and to ſeveral others. tha 
3.) I ſaid, the Diſenters don't like the way in which the in 
came into the Church. This Remark is to be conſider'd not Ib. 


ibi 


1 AAA. 


ly by it ſelf, but in the order in which it ſtands, The Diſſea Sin 
ters think it needleſs to appoint ſuch ; and that God has nohrell 
authoriz'd Men to appoint them, and that he has given 1 
good Intimation hereof by hiding from us the times, whey e 
the things themſelves happen'd. Now theſe being firſt 1a lor 
down, (and now a-freſh vindicated) I ſay the miſtaken grounWaic 
of bringing them in, and the miſchievous Effect of tbhei Lo- 
(which I urg'd in that Remark alſo, tho the Doctor rakes n 
notice of it) is a very good Argument againſt them. AM 
thus the Doctor may ſee-a wide difference between my Ob ben 
dion, and that of the Papiſts againſt the Reformation. I woll 
fain know, whether he does not think we in this Nation ha 
great need and juſt warrant to reform ? And wherher tit 


Will of God is not more clearly reveal'd againſt ſuch Tyran 
Superſtitions, and Idolatries, as are practis'd in the Romiſſſ end 
Church, than it is that Church-Rulers have a Power to er 
oint theſe religious Feſtivals ? And whether he can chf + 
i 


uch miſchievous Eflects on the Reformation, as I do fit 
Mr. Joſeph Mede charge on the Fellivals ? | 1 


140 


in by way TI ng the Chriſtian Religion to the Heathen, 
% falſe : But takes no notice of the Evidence I gave of the 
Truth of it. I ſuppoſe he thinks he ſufficiently confutes me, 
by what he brings to prove my other Aſſertion falſe, That the 
three firſk Ages before the Empire became Chriſtian were entirely 
on our fide. And here indeed he alledges his Proof: But L 
think any one may ſee, that in that Remark I had a principal 
regard to the Feilivals of the Apoſiles. But however on the 
ii Peruſal of the printed Copy, I thought the words might 
be underitood in a greater Laticude than I defign'd them 

1 Wand therefore immediately order'd among the Errata it ſhould 
«WM be thus alter'd, that they were evidently in a great meaſure ſo 
ad alledg'd to my Friend as my reaſon for that Alteration 

„dhe Letter the Doctor refers to concerning the Martyrdom o 

A Piycarp, and Tertullian de Cor, And accordingly is it prin- 
ed in the ſecond Edition, before the Docto 5 Examination 
ame out: Tho after all, a little Candour to interpret the 
inW?alage, as I defign'd it, only with relation to the Feſtivals of 
the Apoſlles, would afford a ſufficient Apology for my Sin- 
cerity.and Ingenuity, in uling the Expreſſion as it was at firſt 
printed. And as to Fuſtin Martyr, I know well about what 


than his Own ime, alledging, it were eaſy to collect other Te- 
ſimonies : But I appeal'd to Fuſtin, becaule he is an Author 


e bave a great value for; as a noble Witneſs of the great 


le . of the moſt Primitive Times, which I long to ſee 
1088 1C1OT d. 
vl The'DoQor ſays, other Feſtivals were obſerv'd in the three firit 
hell des, before the Empire became Chriſtian. I grant there were 
la lome, ſuch as Eaſter a 7 Whitſunday ; and as to theſe I had 
un id in my Letter, p. $I. That theſe happening always on a 
en Lord's Day, were thought by us to be holy enough by God's "_ 
den, &c. I grant there were likewiſe Fellivals of the 
an Martyrs, as the Doctor alledges ; but yet theſe do not come 
bj dome to our. Controverſy, for theſe were not ſuch as our 
ul Brethren. contend for: And tho it ſhould be ſuppos'd that 
ha God did by his Providence give them occaſion, or call them 
th obſerve ſuch Days, yet this will not help in our Caſe, on 
un mn Account I mention'd before, And indeed about the latter 
nil end of the ſecond, or the beginning of the third Century, this 
very Practice was not ©” — From Superſtition, as may be ſeen 
dy thoſe words of Tertullian, Oblationes pro defunctis, pro Nata- 


unit an una die facimus. De Cor, 


D Next 


| LO > 
The Doctor ſays, My 5 that the Feſtivals were brought 1 | 


ume he liv'd ; nor did I cite him as an Evidence for more 
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Lo. , 
Next I am refer'd to Pr. Cave's Primitive Chriſtieiy, 
from which Book I acknowledge I learnt many things, and 
would willingly confult him, if I had it by me. But I ſup- 
ofe I.appear ready enough to grant what Dr. Cave can 4. 
edge from thence; and I doubt not, if the Doctor had given 
an Account of the primitive Chrittians obſerving any other 
of the Days in diſpute beſide Chriſtmu-day, the Doctor would 
have given us an hint of them, as well as he does of that, 
And let it be ſuppos'd, that there are ſome Footſteps of the 
Antiquity of Chriltmas-day in the ſecond Century, (which ! 
queſtion very much) I ask the Doctor, whether thoſe Foot- 
ileps do all certainly look one way? Do we not find by the 
| | expreſs Teſtimony of Clemens Alexand. 
Strom. Lib. 1. f. that ſome ſaid that Chriſt was born on 
340. the z 4th or z 5th of the Egyptian Month 
| Parmuthi ; others ſaid that twas ou the 
,25th of Pachon ; tho Lydyat obſerves that neither of thoſe 
did anſwer to our 25th of December. Vid. Emend. Temp. 156, 
157. & ejuſdem Can. Chron. p. 88, 89. Now what can 2 
Man build on ſuch Footſteps as theſe? Here are no Evidences 
of their obſerving ſuch a Feaſt, but ſeveral cohtrary Traditi- 
ons concerning the Day on which Chriſt was born,; and ii 
the Footſteps were ſo dark in the ſecond Century, I would 
fain know how they did by length of time grow ſo much more 
lain in the fourth Century, as to give the Doctor ground to 
call it the univerſal Tradition of the Church. Or how come 
they in the qth Century to be more cefrtiin bf the Matter 
than thoſe of the ſecond ? Nay, if this Matter be ſo clear, 
how come they to have different Traditions even in the fourth 
Century, and that well advanc'd'too ? How came ſome to look 
on the 6th of Fanny ro be the Day, while” others judg d it 
was the 25th of December? And the fame Lydyat lays, tis 
certain the common Opinion was not ſafes. till about the 
Year of the Goſpel 360. And that is 29 Years later in the 
common ra. The Doctor adds, And that if (Chriſtmas- da) 
was kept before the Empire became Chriſtian, the ſaid learned 
Author gives a ſad Inſtance, that under Diocleſiau Multitudes e 
Chriſtians being met together to celebrate the {2 Feſtival, the) 
were all (together with the Church wherein they were aſſembled) 
burn'd to Aſpes by the ſaid Emperor's Command. 

This Story is related by Nicephorw Coltliftus, lib, 7. c. 6. 
But if Dr. Cave has no better Author to vouch for it than he, 
he is an Author on whole Credit I can't much 'depend, ſince 
he appears exceſſively fond of a Fable: And whether this be 
ſuch let the Reader judge, when I have ſet down one Cir- 

cumſtance 


＋ 7 
cumſtance of it; and that is, that there were no leſs than 


| twenty thouſand come together in that Church, and deliroy'd 


with it. And leave it to the Reader to judge, whether it is 

robable, that the Chriſtians at that time can be ſuppos'd to 
ave any Churches of that fize, as to be able to contain at 
once 20000 People, or that fo many could be ſuppos'd to come 
together ordinarily to worſhip in one place, 1 ſhall only add, 
that as Euſebius (tho he is large in his Account of the Perte- 
cution) ſays nothing of the Story, ſo there is good reaſon 
from nim to believe it to be falle. For as he ſays, that the 

umbers of the Martyrs were greateſt in Africa, Mauritania, 
Thebais and Egypt, Hiſt. Eccleſ. lib. 8. c. 6. We may imagine 
by his Account of Thehai, that he knew nothing of this fa- 
mous Story. For concerning the Perſecution there, he goes 
no farther than this, ** That ſometimes ten, ſometimes twen- 
« ty, thirty, or near threeſcote, or ſometimes an hundred 
„Men, with their Wives and Children, ſuffer'd in one day. 
* Ibid. c. 9. See Dodwell de Paucitate Marty1um, Seck. 90. 
who did not, I ſuppoſe, think this Story worth his notice, 
tho tis as much againſt his Argument as mine. In my fourth 


Remark, I ſpeak of ſome other Days, and ſay we think we have 


war Evidence, that the greateſt uſe that bas been made of them, 
as been to revile aud abuſe us, and to exaſperate the People a- 
gainſt us without Cauſe : And therefore we don't think fit to 
join with thoſe who for this end uſe them. 

This, the Doctor ſays, s a pitiful and mean Argument ; but 
if it be, I am ſute the or is even with me, for he 
has return'd a much more pitiful and mean Anſwer to it. 
Becauſe (ſays he) another does not keep a Faf-day as he ought, 
is this a Reaſon why I ſhould notikeep it at all? May not I keep it 
as I ought, whatever others do? But what's this to the pur- 
pole ? I deny any Obligation I am under to obſerve thoſe 
Days; and therefore nothing but Prudence can here be ſup- 

d to diftate my obſerving them; and 1 aſſure the Doctor 
can't ſee what Prudence would, by obſerving them, be diſco- 
ver'd: For when I fee that the chief uſe of them is to fo- 
ment Animoſities, and to exaſperate People againſt me and all 
of my mind with groundleſs Charges, my joining with them 


might juitly be interpreted an owning the Charges them- 
ſelves to be true; which I think would become none, bur 


one of a mean and pitiful Spirit, A Man ought rather by 
his Carriage to ſhew a juſt Negle& of ſuch Methods, and te- 
tiky his utter diſlike of them ; and ſo not join with (bur pity) 
thoſe who for ſuch Ends obſerve them. - 
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But he will enquire into the Fuſtneſs of the Accuſation, aud 
asks, Whether the ſetting forth to the People the great Hainou. 
. of Rebellion in general, and the peculiar and tranſcendeu 

ainouſneſs of the Sin of that day, &. i a reviling me and my 
Party ? And adds, If it be, "tis 225 .our own Faults, as being 
ſtill of the ſame Principles, and ſtill ready to at over qgain tg 
ſame V:illanies, if we had Occaſion and Opportunity. I anſwer, 
this is not fair, the deſign of the Day being not ſo much to 
render the Sin of the Day, as the Perſons of the Difſenters o- 
dious. And here I might ufe the Doctor's way of arguing ; 
there is nothing more common among their People, than to 
cry out againit the Presbyterians for Cutting off the King's 
Head ; and this their Teachers have taught them: And there- 
fore ſince this is notoriouſly falſe aud unjuſt, the Doctor's 
Argument is quite fpoil'd.; and indeed the end of bis uſing it 
was the very lame I had charg'd them with, viz. the exal- 
peraring the People againſt us without Cauſe ; and fo he has 

y the diſcovery of himſelf confirm'd the Truth of what! 
atſerted. And there are feveral of themſelves, who are (if 
they are fairly repreſented) ſo convinc'd of this, as to wih 
that Day wholly laid aide, If I may [peak freely my mind; 


I always look on an A7 Parliament as the Security of tie, 


Rights and Privileges of Engliſh Subjects; and *tis their Buli- 
nels to look atter theſe, and to withitand all unjuſt Incroact- 
ments. And that the Parliament and People of England may 

ſe a Prince, who acts againit the fundamental Laws of 
the Land, will not be deny'd, I ſuppoſe, by any that approve 
of the late Revolution, But when once a Guard conies to be 
ſet on the Parliament-houle, and at pleaſure the Members 
are Jet in or kept out, our Conſlitution is broken; and ſuch 
Men wit) pretend by thote Means to oppoſe Tyranny and Op- 
preſſion, are themtelves tie greateit Tyrams and Uſurpers. 
And this I take to be the Method evidently us'd by King 
Charles's Enemies to take off his Head; which was done by 
a Funto of Men, and can't be look'd on as a National Act, 
and elpeciallſ as the Act of the Presbyterians, on whom 'tis 
freely charged, ſince their Miniſters did (openly, and in 
Print, to their great hazard and danger) then proteſt againſt it, 
as I ſuppoſe the Doctor can't but know, And I defire him to 
tell me next time, whether he has ever inform'd his People 
of this, that. they might be undeceiv'd, and not unjuſlly con- 
demn the Iunocent. Now fince the Matter ſtands thus, is it 
not unjuſt we ſhould be fo flander'd, as we ordinarily are on 
that Day? Or can any Man think it unreaſonable that we re- 
fuſe to have Fellowſhip with any in ſuch Deſigns, 


AS 


*- 
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to the Diſſenters loyal Princitles, tho they have made 
leſs noiĩſe about them than ſome of their Neigbours, yet I 
would never fear the Verdict of any Judge, who would im- 
partially compare their Principles and Practices with the 
noiſy Doctrine of the Church-men, about Paflive-Obedience 
and Non-Refiitance, and their Concurrence in the late Revo- 
lution. Noone need be jealous of Ditlſemers, while they are 
rmitted to enjoy the Rights of reaſonable Creatures, and 
good Subjects; nay, and a long Train of Sufferings patient- 
ly endur'd is an abundant Evidence of the Peaceableneſs of 
their Spirits. But we have ſeen that notwithſ{landing the 
mighty din about Loyalty to the Prince, the Principles of o- 
wers would not ſuffice to keep them quiet on the Appearance 
and Approach of Danger. | | 
And as to a ſatisfaory 1 of the Loyalty of our Principles, 
we are not concern'd to give ſuch Men as the Doctor Satisfa- 
(aon; he ſhews himſelf too unreatonable to admit it. But 
| we are able to ſatisfy our Gracious (Queen, whole Throne is 
| WF founded on thoſe Principles we have all along maintain'd, 
wich the Dons of the Church wou'd have perſwaded the 
Lag to believe they deny'd ; a Queen who has no Enemies 
WH lurking amongit us, bur Who reigns in all our Hearts, and is 
not jntulted by any of us with rhreatning Memorials for her 
vie and prudent Management of Affairs, own'd by God with 
de molt glorious Succeſſes, and by all good Men with the 
greateſt Admiration and Thanktulnels., 


' WW Ab-Fedneſday, Good-Friday, &c. | aniwer, that tis not nced- 
ful each Remark ſhould contain an Anſwer to every thing: 
us ſufficient if all my Remarks together do anſwer all that's 
alledg'd againit us: And therefore tho this Kemaik is in- 
eeed nothing to rhole other Faſting-days, and was never de- 
lign'd againit them, yet he will find enough in the other Re- 

KW marks againſt them. 
In my Fiftn Remark I ſay, We own there may be, beſide 
bg ordinary and common, ſome peculiar Reaſons for Prayer 
nu Faſting, or for Praiſe and Thankſgiving + This (he ſays) #s 
| enough to his purpoſe. Very well then; Much Good may't 
oo him; I fee no cauſe to retiact it, He ſays, Surely the 
Light of the Goſpel 's a National Bleſſing, as well as the Fifth of 
November. Undoubredly tis to ; and the Doctor is very far 
tom miſtaking my Opinion. Bur the Light of the Golpel, 
and all thoſe other things, which are made the Occaſions of 
tle Solemn and Holy-days in diſpute, are common Mercies 
Þ the whole Chriſuan Church, and the praifing God for 
D3. | thele 


Zut he asks, What s this Excuſe to other Fafting Days, as 
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ſuch eminent danger theſe many years) ſhould be repreſented 


day on ſome. Account? Does he think the Diſſenters keep the 


[54] 
theſe, 1 ſuppoſe God has already appointed a ſolemn week); Will ® 
day for. But, as I have ſhewn* already, the Fifth of Noren. Wil © 
ber is of quite another nature. Befides, tho I allow'd that T 
our Governours might call us to obſerve ſuch a Day on a N. 
tional account, yet I did not lodge the Matter wholly in them, bl 
but ſuppos'd it to belong to the Governours of every particu. e 
lar Church to judge, whether the Days appointed were pro- s. 

per or no. 

The Doctor had charg'd us with being carnal, in being mme 
concern'd for Succeſs againſt the French King, than for the in. 
eftimable Vifory obtain d by Chriſt. A Charge ſo unreaſonable 
and. ill grounded, that I can't but wonder he ſhould not now 
have drop'd it. Tis really hard, that a Concern againſt the 
French King (the moſt bloody Perſecuter of the Church of 
God, fiom whoſe Power the Proteſtant Intereſt has been in 


as an Argument of Men's being carnal, ſince the like Con. 
cern is ſo viſible in the Pen-men of the Pſalms, and other 
Parts of holy Scripture, I had anſwer'd the Doctor, That 
the contrary was evident, inaſmuch as we obſerv'd one day weth!y 
the one, and only one day yearly for the other : This, the 
or ſays, is a ſophiſtical and bantering way of ſtating the 
Point ; tho nothing can be more plain and clear: But let us 
{ee whether he has not ſtated it exactly according to the Rules 
of Sophiſtry, wherein I muſt own he has a Talent vaſtly be- 
yond me. . 

He ſays therefore, tbe Point according to my Principles, ſtand: 
thus : The 4 7 do one day weekly, namely, every Sund y, 
bleſs God for his Mercies in general; and thirefore for bis Mer- 
cies in giving us Succeſs againſt the French as well as thoſe of 
Chriſt's Redemption: But now beſide theſe 52 Sundays in the 
Year, they do not refuſe to keep one other particular Thankſgivine- 
Day (or more if there be occaſion) for Succeſs againſt the French ; 
whereas they refuſe to do the like in + lie to the Particulars 
of our Redemption; and therefore whereas they bleſs God for 

is Spiritual Mercies in Chriſt but 52 times in the Year, they bleſs 
God for his Temporal Mercies 53 times in the Year, 0 
oft ner. | 


Spectatum admiſſi riſum teneatis Amici? 
Does not the Doctor ſee that the ſtreſs lies on the keeping: 


Lord's Day on the account of the French King? Does he not 


know that they hold that the Obſervation of it has no manner 
: 0 


ſeßerd to him, bu kw g 
of regara to him, but is equally neceſſary whether he is or 
is not in the World; whether he is a Priend or an Enemy? 
The great deſign therefore of the Day, and that which God 
has let it a-part, and the Diſſenters do obſerve it for, is the 
bleſſing and praiſing God' fot his Mercies, as of Creation, fo 
eſpecially of Redemption by Chriſt ? and not for Succels a- 
zainſt the French * 3 tho *tis no ways improper to take 
notice of that on thoſe Days/ I might add, that on ſuch 
particular Thankſgiving-days when we bleſs God for tempo- 
WF 1a! Mercies, tis not improper to expreſs our Thank&:ineſs 
for thofe that are ſpiritual 3 nor is that omitted by the Diſ- 
ſenters. I could retort the Doctor's own Argument on him, 
e and tell him, that on all the Sundays in the Year, and on all 
be other Paſts and Feſtivals preſcrib'd in the Book of Com- 
mon Prayer, as well as on ſuch particular days of Failing and 
Thankfgiving, they pray to God againſt the French; and bleſs 
God for his Mercies in general, and ſo inclufively for Succeſs - 
aainft them ; and conſequently are by his own Argument e- 
qully carnal with the Difſenters. I profeſs, I'm ſorry I'm 
bre d to ſpend fo many words on fuch trifling Sophiſtry. 
But I proceed to | 
His Ninth Aſſert ion, which relates to Obedience to Church- 
Alert; which, he Ur F do by conſequence grant: And not 
to multiply Words, I do not only implicitely, but expreſly 
now grant, that every good Chriſtian is bound to obey the 
(rightful and proper) Rulers of the Church in all things not 
2; infullx commanded by them. As the Doctor in purluit of 
thus refers to his other Letter, ſo do I to mine. I ſaid, the 
Rulers of the Church, whom the Chriſtian's bound to obey, are 
of the Rulers of that particular Church to which he belonos, The 
„Doctor fays, On this Suppoſition he thinks it will hold ood, 
that the Rules and Orders of their Church ought to be obſerv'd by 
We People,” for as much as they are made by the Conſent (actual 
1; virtual) 1 the N wit of the ſeveral Pariſhes within this 
Kingdom. But, (1.) How does the Doctor prove, that a Re- 
mA Ws entative Body has a Power to make Laws for all the par- 
„dcular Churches in this Nation? This is a Matter of ſo great 
Conſequence, as to need a very clear Proof; and I declare, 
I'm not able to diſcern any Countenance it has by the Rules 
and Orders preſcrib'd in the Scriptures for Church-Govern- 
ment. (2.) Suppoſing there were ſome Foundation for the 
2 egiflative Power of a repreſentative Body, a Convocation is 
e W190 Very unequal and unfair a one, it could not {pecioutly pre- 
Mentor. The Members of the Convocation, which are not 
holen by the Miniſters of the Pariſhes, are, 1 think, ar leatt 
. D 4 two 
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two to one of thoſe that are : So that tho all the Repreſent, 
tives of the Pariſhes ſhould be againſt a thing, and ſo the Min; 
ſters of the Pariſhes neither give an actual, nor virtual Con. 
ſent to any thing to be enacted by the Convocation, the other 
Menibers ſhall be able to carry it in ſpite of all they can do. 
And as to the Doctor's comp:ring a Parliament and a Cong. 
tion, tis of no moment; for the Form of Church-Govern- 
ment is not ſo precarious a thing, or ſo refer'd to the Plea. 
ſure and Choice of Men, as the Form of Civil-Government is, 
In the next place, I ſtarted an Objection againit a National 
Church ; and laid, That there are but two ſorts of Church; 
ment ion d in the New Teſtament, the Catholick Church, and par 
ticular Churches; and deny'd, that any National Church is |» 
much as mention'd there, He lays, if I mean as to their cen 
Names, then the two former are no more to be found there than 
the latter If 1 mean as to the things themſelves, then he afirms 
the latter to be found in the New Teſtament as well as the former, 
I think my meaning is ſufficiently plain, that the Name Church 
is never apply'd but to what we call the Catholick Church, ot 
to a Particular Church That the ſeveral Churches in a Nation 
are never {poken of under the Name of a Church; and there- 
fore in the New Teſtament a National Church is not tobe 
_ either Name or Thing, I don't think the Doctor will 
be ſo hardy as to deny that the Name Chu. ch is expreſly ap: 

ly'd to the two former ; and e e hole two forts of 
4 which I acknowledg'd, muſt be own'd, as to the 
things themſelves, to be found in the New Teſtament. Now 
as he aftirms a National Church (as to the thing it ſelf) to be 
found there too, it belongs to him to prove it: And accor- 
dingly he attempts it thus; For as the ſeveral Cities and Towns 


of Crete make wp the Nation of Crete, ſo why ſhould not the 


everal Churches in the ſaid Towns and Cities make up, the Nati 
onal Church of Crete? But the greateſi Abſurdity in the world 
may be prov'd -tter this rate, if to ask, why it ſhould not be 
true, be a ſufficient Proof. What's this to me why it ſhould 
not be ſv, who am only concern'd to know whether it actually 
is lo? But however, cho r can't be reaſonably requir'd of me, 
I will tell him why it ſhonld not be thus, and that is, be- 
caule the Conititution of a Church is not founded on humane 
Contracts, bur ona Divine Inſtitution : And therefore where 
there is no Appearance of a Divine Inſtitution of any Society, 
tis unrealonable to call that a Church, Farther, as the Do- 
ctor charges me ſo frequently with Shuffling and Sophiltry, it 
may not amils to give a little hint of the Doctor's in this 
Place, An Argument from an Allution or Similitude is 7 

8 reck on 
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ſeckon d demonſtrative, an Alluhon, will illuſtrate 2 Matter 
well prov. d, but proves noting 3 and ,ſuch is the Doctor's 
a Argument here: And however if Men will uſe; theſe kind 
of Arguments, they ought to put them fair, and then the 
Doctor's Argument ſhould run thus; It the leveral Cities and 
-W Towns in Crete make up the National City or Town of Crete, 
- WW why ſhould not the ſeveral Churches in the laid Ciues or Towns 
- W make up the National Church of Crete? 

, His next Argument is thus exprels'd ; Again it is not to be 
1 8 doubted, but that in Corinth, Epheſus, Sc. the Chriſtians 
nde up more than one Congregation; and yet *tis manifeſt St. 
1-8 Paul writes to them (not as 7 many diſtinqt or particular Congre- 
ſo gations, to be govern'd each by its own Rules, hut) as all united 
u one common Society, to be govern'd by the ſame common Kules, 
ne Doctor ſays this is not to be doubted of, but there are ſe- 
WW veral who did not know ſo much before: I think this may 
1.8 deſerve a fuller Proof; aud indeed as to the Church of Corinth, 
bY it {ſeems pretty plain, that they were not more than one Con- 
ot WY gregation, from 1 Cor. 11. 20. And a great deal has been 
on WF {aid on this head by the Author of the Enquiry into the Con- 
- {itution, Dilcipline, Unity and Worſhip of the Primitive 
de Church. But let it be {uppos'd, that in ſome bf thole parti- 
u cular Churches mention'd in the New Teſtament, there were 
p-. more worſhiping Congregations than one; I am ſure I never 
ol alerted the contrary, but left room for ſuch a Suppoſition, 
ne: and never {poke of a Congregational but of a particular Church. 
Wl This muſt be a very weak Foundation to build a Dioceſan, and 
vWF much more a National Church upon. For if the Doctor asKs 
or-WF me, (as he does a little after) If two Churches (rather Conyie- 
n gations) may be united together into one common Society, to be 
the il govern'd by the {aps common Laws, why not two hundred? 1 will 
sive him my Realon, and tis this; [ 

nas of every Church, lodg d, as it was in the Church at Epheſus, 
beg in the Body of Presbyters ſet over it, and judge, that as eve- 
wall ry Presbyter had a Right to vote in all Cafes to be determin'>® 
u by chem, ſo they governd the Church acting in one Fa 
ne, Now where there are two or three Congregations, I can fairly 
be · ¶ ſuppoſe all ſuch Caſes as may need Determination, may eaſily 


ane WF be attended to by one ſuch Body of Men: But I can't fee how 
ere this could be, ſuppoſing there were two hundred Congregati- 
„cas to make up one Church ; and eſpecially where the Preſ- 
Jo byters live ſo remotely as that they can't join together in the 


Government of the Church. And therefore tho it were gran- 
ted, that two or three Congregations in one City are ſtiled 
Church in the New Teſtament, as being united under ono 

\ a T 


ſuppoſe the Government 
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me, , , ... 
Set of Govemours, yet firice I can never find all the Congregu 
ons of a whole Nation or Country ſtil d by the name of a Chu: ch, 
or fuppos'd to be put under one Body of Governours, I can! 
allow the Notion of a National Church, or that two hundreg 
or two thouland Congregations ſhould make but one Church. 
So that to recapitulate, if a ftnzle Congregation be not allow'd 
to be the Limits of a Church, yet {till the Limits of it muſt 
be fix d by this, that it be not larger than can be well governed 
in all Matters by one Presbytery, made up of all the Presbyten 
in that Church, ordinarily joining and meeting together for 
the Government of it: And eſpecially I hold this, in as much 
as we read not of any Appointment or Example of a Church 
overn'd by a choſen Body of Repreſentatives. But let the 
Door remember, I make this Conceſſion only in my 
own Name (and not in the Name of the Diflenters in general) 
being willing to argue upon it; and ſo it was in my own name 
I ſpoke in tnat place of my Letter we are now upon. I will 
only add, that in my Mind, it is much more natural to fir 
the Bouuds of a Church by Perſons being under one Set of 
Rulers, than by their being under one Set of Rules. For the 
Rules by which a Church is to be governed are common to 
all Chriſtians; and I do not ſee tnat a Legi ſlative 5 any mort 
than an Executive) Power can be prov'd to be lodg'd in 
Church-Rulers : And as Chriſt, the Head of the Catholick 
Church, is (as I may expreſs my ſelf) the Principium Unit al 
of the Catholick Church, ſo may the Rulers of a particular 
Church thus conjoin'd, be confider'd as the Principium Unicatis 
thereof: But waar is the Head, or Principium Unitatis of 
our National Church, perhaps will not be fo eaſy to deter 
mine. | 
The Doctor's next Argument is taken from 2 Coy. 1. 1, 
From which, he ſays, *tis certain that St. Paul's Epiſtle to the 
Corinthians was wt writ as deſign'd for no other Congregation 
ban thoſe in Corinth it ſelf (in which I am very fully of tus 
Mind) but for all Achaia, of which Corinth was a principal 
City, as being all united in one common Society, and ſo making 
up what may be truly call'd a Provincial Church. Bur 1lill this 
is but a may be: Nor does the Doctor prove that it is fo: 
How does he prove that all the Congregations of Achaia were 
united into one common Society. I profeſs 1 can't fee her? 
any ſhadow of an Argument: I think the Apoitle evident!) 
diſtinguiſhes the Church of Corinth from the Saints in the ref 
f Achaia. But I'll be fo juſt as to ſet down the Words at 
length, and leave it to the Reader to try whether he can dil- 
gern more in it to the Doctor's purpoſe than Jam able to — 
772 2 
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an Apoſtle of Jeſus Chriſt, by the Will of God, and Timo- 
y our Brother, to the Church of God which is at Corinth, 
ith all the Saints in all Achaia. | | | 
His next Argument is thus expreſs'd ; Suppoſing after all 
hat there was no — grounds for a National Church, as there 
re in the New Teſtament, yet ſince there are evident grounds for 
in the Old Teſtament, ſince the Church of the Jews (the Go- 
nent whereof was appointed by God himſelf) was beyond Con- 
Wadition a National Church, one would think this alone was 
prrant enough to conſtitute a National Church. The ſtreſs of 


is Argument lies here, that what God conilitured among 
e Jews, we have warrant to conſtitute auong our ſelves. 
e thought we were to fetch our Notions of 4 Chrittian Church 
om the New Teſtament ; and thele kind of Arguments ar 


confeſs, of no force with me : Beſides, is there not g 
Reaſon to ſay, that as God did actually appoint a National 
Church among the Jews in the Old Teſtamem, he could moſt 
Ay have appointed the {fame among Chiittzans in the New, 
f he had defign'd there ſhould be one: And therefore his ap- 
pointing one among them, and not among us, is, I think, 2 
pod Argument againſt the thing it ſelf. 

Farther, if we once give way to this Argument, where 
hall we ſtop ? Why mut we not have one Temple and one 
gn Prieſt for this National Church? And I may well put 
e Doctor in mind of what he often alledges againit me, 
nat this Argument is urg'd by the Papiſts, for the Neceſſity 
er a viſible Head of the Catholick Church: But, I rhink, 
Proteſtants generally do deny the Conſequence from the Nati» 
" Wonal and Catholick Church of the Jews, to the Catholick 
Church of the Chriſlians, as well as deny the Right of his 
„ Holineſs to ſuch a Headſhip : On that Suppoſition I do there- 
fore till inſiſt on a Proof of a National Church, and that a 
better one than the Doctor has yet given, or elle 1 ſhall ſay 
de gives up the Cauſe. : 

And as to his defying me to give an Inſtance of any ſuch 
Fnm of Church-Government as I contend for in Scritture, and 
r Antiquity : I anſwer, I defy him to give me any fingle In- 
tance to the contrary in the New Teſtament. And as to Anti- 
quity, I need only to refer him to the ingenious Author of the 
Enquiry, where he will find a great many more ; and if he 
las not that Author by him, I need only refer him to what 
5 commonly obſerv'd concerning the Matter in Iænatits's E- 
files. And as to what he ſays of the Reform'd Churches a- 
broad, I told him before, I reſolv'd to hold to the New Teſta- 
ment as my Rule in theſe Matters, till I could find a better 3 
an 


160 3 
and 1 confeſs he does not help me to difcery they are (4, 1 
And it may not be ſo hard as the Doctor imagines, to gi 
a good account what has led the Reformed Churches to tua 
Model, without ſuppoſing that Matter ſo plain as what uch na 
an Advocate, as tne Doctor, can alledge ſo very litiie u ; 
rove. 

Next the Doctor propounds a Queſtion, which is, I cn. 
feſs, both ſerious and weighty ; that is, /bet her, luppoling 
my Notions true, we ought not — the Peace and Union of eern 
Church, to ſubmit to ſuch their Authority, tho uſurp d To wich 
I anfwer, That 'tis then to be acknowledg d, that as the 
Power uſurp'd is not of God, it does not immediately bing 

the grand realon of my Submiſſion can be no otiier, than 

Appearance of more Good that I may do by ſubuiuting, 
than by not lubmitting; and that muſt be determin d by 
Circumitances. I think the Doctor has not ated tue Quelli- 
on amils, when he ſays, It is not whether à Chriſtian is nt 
bound to obey them; but this, Whether he is bound not to vbe) 
them: And lam very glad the Doctor has given we this Op- 
portunity of ſpeaking my mind freely. 

I fay then, ſuppoſing they did only enjoin things which [ 
could ſafely practiſe, and did not require Subſcription to luck 
Matters as I can't believe true, and particularly did not 10 
quite me to acknowledge (as I-mulit if 1 ſubſcribe tie for- 
mer part of the zoth Article) the Righrfulnets of that Poy- 
er which they claim: And ſuppoſing withal they left (6 
much Power to particular Churches, as I think is necellary Wes 
in order to their anſwering fully the true Ends of a Church, 
I ſhould notwithſtandiug my Notions ſubmit, tho not ſo 25 en 
to dilown thoſe who perhaps could not. But the Doctor 
may eaſily fee by my Letters, that I look on this as widely 
different from our Caſe. * 
His next Aſtertion is, concerning ſpewing Reverence z. 
Churches : And here the Doctor ſays, I own his Aertion by Wf G 
Conſequence ; becauſe I ſay that Command, Lev. 19. 30. i: of x 
A r Obligation as the thing will bear: That as long as Why \\ 

has * a worldly Sanftuary (as is there meant) tis to be NV 


bl 


revere nc But how is this an owning his Aſſertion by Con- hey 
fequence, when Iexpreily deny that God has any ſuch Sau- Me; 
Auary, and give plain Reaſons of my Opinion, which the Do- ur 
ctox inſtead of refuting, ſays, He fancies I'm ſo weak as to bait Who 
my Eye to. Well, but he prove that God has ſuch Sa1tu1r hd 
ries z and his Argument is, That all that eſſentially belongs N 
Sanctuary w its being ſan/tified. or ſet apart to God's Services N 
Bur this is mete Shuffling 5 for the Queſtion is, Whe:het 


Liicre 
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there be not a vaſt difference between God's ſanctifying a 
ace, and ſetting it apart for his own Uſe and Service by his 
WT own ſpecial Inſlitution and Command, and Man's rr 
io ſanctify a Place for God's Service without any ſuch Com- 
anand. But I ſhall a little more diſtinctly conſidet this Matter. 
oF 1. Then I aſſert that it belongs to God alone to make a 
place holy; and this God does, as I ſaid, by his own Inſtitu- 
tion and Appointment. Tis not in the Power of Men to 
make any Place holy, which God has not made fo. The Ta- 
bernacle and Temple were not holy by any humane Conſecra- 
jon, but by the Appointment of Cod, and by his Preſence in 
them; and theſe were either, or both of them giounds of 
Reverence. Now conſider to what Purpoles thele were made 
holy, even to be tlie only Places of a great part of his Wor- 
ſhip; which was confin'd and limited to them, and could no 
where elſe acceptably be perform'd : But now God is ſo far 
tom eſteeming any one place holy above another to any ſuch 
upoſe, that on the contrary, our Saviour declares all that 
od requires, is, that we worſhip him in Spirit and in Truth, 
ithout any regard to this or t'other place; and therefore a- 
place, tho it has been never ſo ſer apart as the Doctor ſup- 
oſes, is holy enough to worſhip God in, and the Acceptable- 
ſs of the Service has no manner of Dependance on any di- 
inction and difference of Places. | 

2. I deny that any place can now without Superſtition be 
et apart or ſanctify'd, with a defign that it ſhould thereupon 
?come more holy in it ſelf than any other place: For if God 
loes now make no (uch diſtindtion of Places, or look on one 
Place as in its ſelf more holy (that is, as more neceſlary to 
e reſorted to, in order to the acceptably ſerving God) than 
nother, then Man can have no power to appoint, ſanctify 
Ir let apart any place as ſuch ; and the contrary Apprehenſion 
ſuperſtitious. . _ gt | 
3. The ſetting therefore, apart of any place for the Service 


Goa, if it be done without ſuch Superſtition, can amount 
vo more than this, that ſuch a particular place is choſen 
Men as proper aud convenient for them to aſſemble in for the 
e Worſhip and Service of God, and that accordingly they reſolve 


ey apply it to that uſe, But after all the place it ſelf ſigni- 
es nothing, and in any other place, if there be occaſion, may 
hriftians with equal Acceptance perform any part of God's 
Worſhip: Which was very falſe concerning the Tabernacle 
bd Temple. As place is a neceſſary Accident of Worſhip, 
may be ſaid to be accidentally holy (if he will) by rhe 
Worſhip peform'd in it; and ſo any place, fo us'd, in the 
time 


[| 


2 As 
| time of Worſhip, is equally holy. And às God has no whey 

"eommartded" us to have the places of our publick Worſhip a 
k 15757 to that uſe and no other, ſo I fear not to (ay, th 
"is very'lawful to ufe for the Worſhip of God ſuch Places 


ate ordinarily at other times apply d to other Uſes; only CH 
ow be rakeu to have places of Worſhip as decent and con 
"venient'as may be: And where Peoples Circumſtances wil ® 

nat fuffer them ro compals all that Decency and Convenience 

Thar may be defirable, let them not think that the worſhipin an 

of God in Spirit and Truth, will be ever the leſs acceptable tl 

Aud if tre Doctor is offended at thoſe times, which b mo 

| of Derifion he calls godly, let nim take a Journey to Cambril be 
| the next publick Commencement, and fee how St. Mary's wi 
| * then u#d g or let him next Sturbridge Fair repair thicher, ans” 
| ſee Wliat an vnſanctify'd Place in che Field, and in the Fit” 
33 (which is as bad as a Maket-houle) is made uſe of for t DU 
pulhlick Service of God. And thus, I hope, I have made be 
eafy for the Doctor to ſee, tnat all his Arguments from t Un 
| ew iſn Temple are frivolous. I may with much more rea 
| TE? TLIC S | 4; - A } 
| feturn him another Compliment, for that which he paſs ** 
| on me about Baruch; That I believe all ſober and judicinfy ,. 
Per ſons will think the | Do#br has too mean and unworthy an 0} ſi 

| nion of the ſewiſn Temple; (the place God had himſelf c 
| ſen above all the places on the Earth, the place wherein | 70 
delt, and the glorious Type of the humane Nature of t / 

| * Meffiah) witen he compares our Pariſh-Churches to it. ow 
| We ire now got to the Doctor's laſt Inſtance; and here ac 
had fully own'a to him rhe Lawfulneſs of a Miniſter's receirinly © 

Fry; which from ſeveral Patlages he has drop'd concern Re 

Mr. Dowley and the Difſenters, it appears molt plainly » 


muſt have known to be their Opinion, tho he infinuares 
Charge of the contrary on them, as an Inſtance of their fal 
Doctrine. I added, I ſuppos'd the Doctor had not his E ful 
here on the Divine Right that Goſpel Miniſters have 8 
Tithes. And nere be asks, Whether it be not moſt un account . 
ble, that the Remarker could poſthiy make ſuch a Suppaſit ion? H =_ 
he could ſuppoſe, that I had not my Eye on the Divine Rigl Cb 
of Tithes or Pay, when I had juſt mention d that Divine ( * 
ter, which gives us ſuch a Divine Right : 1 Cor. 9. 14. E. 
fo hath the Lord ordain'd that they which preach the Goſpel, ſb 
live of the Goſpel. 

But Lask tlie Doctor, whether *tis not moſt unaccountab 
that he could poſlibly foiſt in Words, and make them mit 
who never us d them ? Thus he does when he puts in thc 
words, OR PAT; which how it could be done, but = 


14 
to make the Reader believe that his Adverfary talk'd 

Nonſenſe, I can't imagine. Any one would fee, if he had ſet 
down my Words fair, they were plain and eaſy; fyr by Tirhes 
[ underſtand what all the World means thereby, not Pay in 
general, but ſuch a particular ſort of Pay, that is, the Jena bi, 
which God gave of old to thoſe that attended his Service a- 
mong the Jews, and which Clergy-mzn now enjoy in this Na- 
tion, I {aid therefore, I thought the Doctor had not his Eye on 
any Divine Right that Goſpel Miniſters have to Tithes; that is, 
tis particular fort of Pay: And I had good reaſon to ſay f 
for, as I added, that i quite another Queſtion (than what 1 
beſeech the Doctor did he think I meant, but plainly that 
which I had granted concerning Pay in general) which his Ar- 

ments do not meddle with. This is a plain Conceſſion that 
his Arguments do prove ſomewhat ; and what can that be 
but a Miniſter's Right to pay, or that he ſhould live of the 
Goſpel ; but as to the other, this determinate kind of. Pay of 
the Tenths, 1 ſaid his Arguments did not meddle with it; Bor 
there a word of that Matter in the Text brought, or his 
whole Argument. | | 

The Doctor at parting ſays, In ſbort, to do the Remarker Ju- 
ice, he has 2 * 3 ſhown, that: he knows full well hom to. gild ; 
poiſonow Pill, ſo as to tempt the common Reader to ſwallow it 
down very readily ;, and to prevent the ill N e thereof, 
] bave pad mo Application to prepare with all ſpeed poſſible 
(what I hope will prove) a 1 0 Antidote. Perhaps the Do- 
dor would be offended if I ſhould overlook this Paſſage, or 
balk the Humour of it. And therefore I will acquaint the 
Reader, that I have taken the Poilon carefully out of this 
Antidote, which might otherwiſe have been dangerous to 
thoſe who had taken the Pill, which had no oppoſite Poiſon 
te in it for the Antidote to work upon: And having again care» 
rl fully examin'd the Jngredients ot that Pill, I can recommend 
them as ſafe and whol:lome ; and I have now given it a ſe- 
ond gilding, to render it the leſs offenſive ; aud ſo wiſh it 
1M may work kindly, to diſpole Perſons to the exerciſe of more 
Charity roward'the Diflenters than the Dr's Principles allow. 
1 need ſay nothing of his Poſtſcript; the things themſelves 
% have been conſider d in their ſeveral places. 
And thus, Sir, I have conſider d, with as much iſpatch 
as I could, the Doctor's Examination, in which I am com- 
plimented all along by way of Contempt (I gueſs by the Do- 
ctor's Words, p. 2.) under the Title of the Remarker, tho I 
profeſs 1 did not deſign the Title of Remarks as any way ex- 


jecture 8. 4 5 Mr, 
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preſſive of Diſdain and Sgorn to the Doctor, as he falſly 1 
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15 Raga not fond of boaſting,” but I think I have great Reaſon 
to acknowiedge to the Doctor, that he has taken the molt ef, 

Fectual Couiſe to, conficm the Diſſenters in their Opinion, 

thatathe Remarks were not to be anſwer'd : For doubtleſs 

they will judge, that the Doctor would have throughly an- 

Iwer'd them if he could, and not at ſuch a rate as he haz 
w_ done: I hope the clear Evidence I have given of the 

tis continual Shuffling will be a warning to the com- 


mon Reader, and may help him in any, of his other Writings Wi 


hereafter, to ſee through bis Sophiſtry, tho I ſhould my (elf 


Fas #6 noting of them ; and I profeſs this fort of Examinations | 


don tempt me to think of uſing my time to better puipoſe. 


I am, Sir, Your Hearty Friend and Servant 
Newherry, Decemb. |. —_ bs 


ISIS... nu acorn cg James Peirce, 
S010 een DB O FSS 


"T" He Defign of this P. S. is, to inform the Reader of 2 things, 
1 1. That ſince I ſent this Letter to the Prefs, I defir'd a 
Friend to compare what I had written with relation'to Dr. Caves 
Teſtimony wich his Book, x hich I could not do my ſelf, not being 
able to'procure it; and I find that I was not much miſtaken in that 
Matter ; for the Author whom. Dr. Cave cites for that Story, is 
 Nitepborus Caliſtics. He adds indeed Simeon Meraphraſtes. who, tho 
more ancienę than the other, living about the beginning of the 
Ioth Centiffy, is an Author of no Credit, his Relations being 
moſt noforicnfly fabulous, as all grant. The decretal Epiſtles are 
allo cited, but not as a lufficient Evidence; and indeed they are of 
no credit: they were not heard of, fays Du Pin, till the gth Cen- 
tury; and one thing that he alledges particularly as an Evidence 
of the Forgery of that particular Epiſtle of Tel:ſphorus, refer d to, 
is what is ſaid in it about Chriſtmas: there # 4 decree in it, ſays he, 
of the three Maſſes of Chriſtmas, à Cuſtom not ſo ancient as bt; time, 

cave mentions likewiſe Theophilus of Cæſaria; but as Euſebius 
has not given us any Fragments of his Epiftle, I am at a loſs to 
know here to find his Teftimony. Du Pin ſays his Epiſtle is loſt z 
and 1 dare fay no very ancient Author will be found to vouch tor 
it; ſo that I belicve there will he found no Footfteps of Chriſtmas 
day in the 2d or 3d Century. The other days mention'd by him, 
as obſerv'd in theſe firſt Ages, are not the days about which we! 
diſpute, or which I had a regard to in that Remark, viz. the te · 
ſtivals of the Apoſtles. 2. I have hinted in my Letter ſome reaſons 
why Idid not think the Dr. had fairly repreſented the objections 
of the Diſſenters, he had to do with; and am ſince inform'd that 
an Enquiry has been made among his Pari ſhioners, and that they 
diſown thoſe objections, and ſay theyyar e of the Dr's. own devi 
ſing, and therefore complain o 


W being abus'd by him. 
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PART II. 


Being an Anſwer to Part II. Sect. I. 
f the Doctor's Examination. 


1 In a Fourth LETTER, Addreſs = 


To the Doctor. 


By James Peirce. 


— 


5 LONDON, 
Printed by J. Humfreys, for John Lawrence 
at the Angel in the Poultry. 1707. 


* 
e — 2 
He 
* 
P way * 


m9 


g : * * 2 rr 2 2 23 2 
* . G 2 
» — 3 


- * = * $4. 4 : -- 122 * 4 = F... b 
inn B LS <2 L 
* . 5 I — p - To — 8 
N * = 2 : jo ' > — a - 
P 4 - : 2 — — 
4 - * - * 
8 — * = — . = + 


2 41% 


23 — A% — * 


— = Ln gs 
+ — = ww. — 
— 


— 4 nad 
_- 2 


F 33 - 
_— 


i 
| 


2 


\ 


Ky 
= 
# 
9 

6 * 


- 
Wo 
"ny 


1 67 1 


— tis 


—_— 


A Defence of the Remarks on 


Dr. Wells's Letter to Mr. 
Dowley. 


Reverend Sir; 


H O I donot well underſtand the Reaſon why you 
are pleas'd to break your Anſwer to me (who have 
already ſo fully expreſs'd my Mind in my Re- 
marks) into ſo many diſtinct Parts as you now 
propole, yet I reſolve to comply with your Motion, 

and ſhall accordingly proceed to confider what you now offer 

on the firſt Head of the ſecond Part of your Letter. 

I need not ſpeak particularly to the State of the Queſtion 
according as you have propos d it; becauſe I think every 
thing in it will come under Conſide ration in ſpeaking to your 
Propoſitions, But as you have been pleas d to repreſent your 
Scheme, and the Arguments by which you confirm it, in ſe- 
veral connected Propoſitions, after a Mathematical Manner, 
which is a Method i do not diſlike for my ſelf, I ſhall here- 
in imitate you, and ſhall ſet before you my Apprehenſions 
concerning the Controverſy, according to the Foot on which 
you have Fer it, in ſuch Kind of Propofitions, and ſhall wair 
for your thoughts of them: and after I have thus repreſent- 
ed my Opinion, I ſhall confider how far your Propofitions do 
concern the preſent Controverſy. 


My Propoſitions are theſe ; 


I. That no Office can be juſtly look'd upon as ſacred, which 
God has not appointed, | 

II. That the Offices which God has apoio, and the 
Powers which he has reſpectively annex d to them, are in- 
leparable. E 2. ; III. 


C6] 
III. That *tis only by the Scriptures we are to judge, why Wes 
Offices are of Divine Appointment, and what Powers do te : 
ſpectively belong to them, and when. they are regularly con. 
vey'd, Therefore, Ch 
IV. Whenever a Perſon is rightly ordain'd to any Office of WM ! 
Divine Appointment, he is to be look'd on as inveited ui Ap 
all thoſe Powers. which do belong to that Office according tg 
the 3 * yo es appear from thence to have been War 
annex d by God bimſelf to it; as appears from Propo/. II. din 
and III. gen 1 "L err \ * 

V. If the Scripture do's give to Prebyters the Power of MW 2 
Ordination, then all thoſe who are rightly ordain'd. to the {Wiſtar 
Office of Presbyters, are to be look'd on as having the Power Med 
of Ordination; by Prop. IV. cee 

VI. Diſtinct Names in Scripture do not imply neceſſariy Tk 
diſtinct Offices; but one and the ſame Office may be en. 2 
preſs'd by two or more difterent Names: Therefore, wht 

VII. If Men, through a miſtake, do judge two diſlind pet 
Names to ſignify two diſtin Offices, when they really fig. e 
nify but one, and accordingly do ordain Perſons, under thol: 4 
diſtin Names, as to diſlin&t Offices, the Perſous ſo ordain't Wand 
muſt, notwithſtanding their Miſtake, have both the ſans re 
Powers inherent in them, and be equally inveſted in one and WF ! 
the ſame Office. This appears from Prop. II, IV, and VI. Wet 
Therefore, | nar 

VIII. It che Office of a Biſhop and a Presbyter are exact 3 
the ſame, and theſe are only two different Names us'd to He 
expreſs one and the lame kind of Officer, they who are or: 
dain'd to the Office of a Biſhop, and they who are ordaind 
to the Office of a Presbyter, have equal Power and Authority 
jodg'd in them; as appears by the VII:þ Prop. 

IX. The Names of a Biſhop and a Presbyter do not in the 
Scripture ſignify Perſons in diſtinct Offices, but are only dif- 
ferent Names to expreſs one and the, ſame kind of Officer; 
Therefore by Prop. VIII. they who are ordain'd Biſhops, 
and .they who are ordain'd Presbyters, have equal Power and 
Authority lodg'd in them, and confequentiy if Biſhops have 
the Power of Ordination, Presbyters have alſo, Q. E. F. 

X. Again, The Scripture does not diſtinguiſh two Offices, 
one with the Power of Ordination, and Preaching and Ad. 
miniſtring Sactaments; and the other with the Power only ct 
Preaching and adminiſtring Sacraments, Therefore, 

XI. Whoever. is rightly ordain'd to any facred Office, to 

which belongs the Power of Preaching and adminiſtring 8. 
„ 2 2 | crame nts 
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eanents, muſt have the Power of Ordination alſo, Q. E. P. 


Again, 6 | 

-— left but one ſlanding Office of Rulers over his 
Chuxc 2 N oo i 
f XIII. This one Office was appointed in the Perſons of the 


Apoſtles. 
A NIV. The Apoſiles are to be conſider'd in their Extraordi- 
aa Capacity, and lo have no Succeſſors ; and in their or- 
1. aunary Capacity, as to the ſtanding and permanent Parts of 
their Office, and in that alone they have Sueceſſors. 
8 XV; The Scripture never gives us any account, that the 
e ſanding and permanent part of the Apolile's Office was divi- 
» Weed into ſeveral diſtinct Offices, in which they were to be ſuc- 
ceeded partly: by one, and partly by another — ot Officers. 
ly Therefore, | 
XVI. They who ſucceed them, ſucceed them in the 
whole of their Ordinary Capacity, or of the ſtanding and 
permanent/part of their Office, and have all that Power which 
belong d to their Office as fuch, | 
XVII. The Apoltles, conſider'd in their ordinary Capacity, 
ud with reſpect to the permanent parts of their Office, were 
presbyters. Therefore, | 
XVIII. All thoſe who, ate rightly ordain'd to the Office 
f Pregbyters, do ſucceed them in the whole of their ordi- 
nary Capacity, or of the permanent Parts of their Office. 
XIX. The Power of Ordination did belong to the Apoſtles 
to Waccording to their ordinary Capacity, and was one of the {tand- 
- Wing aud permanent Parts of their Office. Therefore, 
a XX: All thoſe who are rightly ordain'd to the Office of 
ty Presbyters, do ſucceed them in the Power of Ordination, as 
appears by Frop. XV IIL and XIX. 2. E.. . 
he WY N. B. I had in my firſt Letter, p. 45. and 58. from Biſhop 
if- Neveridge, ſtated the Queſtion between us thus, Whether the Go- 
r; Meermment of every Church i lodg'd in the hands of a ſingle 
's, Ber ſon,” or in the hands: of a Plurality or Presbytery. I took it 
nd Wor granted (becaule generally own'd by our Epiſcopal Bre- 
ve Neuen) that the Power of Government and of Ordination 
go together, and therefore endeavour'd to prove, that the 
's Wower of Government was lodg'd in the hands of a Plurali- 
d- Wy or Presbyrery : whence, according to your own Notion, 
of Wine Power of Ordination muſt belong tb them alſo; and to 
be Cauſe of our Epiſcopacy falls to the Ground, which ſup- 
to rates a Biſhop the tole — in a Dioceſan (reckon d by 
„dem the loweſt Species of a) Church. And therefore now 
| E 3 according 


| 
| 
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according to this View of the Controverſy, I lay down theſe 
Propofitions following. | pre 

WI. The Power of Government and Ordination are left 
in the ſame Hands, by the conceſſion of the Epiſcoparians, 

XIII. The Power of Government in.the firſt Church its 
ſtiruted by Chriſt, and his then only Church at Jeruſalem, un 
lodg'd in the hands not of a fingle Perſon, but of a Plurality, up 
XXIII. The Apoſtles in founding other Churches, took yz 
the ſame Courſe, and lodg'd the Government of every pat. 
cular Church in the hands of a Plurality. 

XXIV. The Power therefore of Ordination does not belong 
to a ſingle Perſon, but to a Plurality. , E. F). 


Perhaps ſome may think, ſome of the foregoing Prop. 
tions 4 overthrown by Epheſ. 4. 11. where we read of i " 
ſtles, Prophets, Evangeliſts, and Paſtors and Teachers: Bu 
T think tis very evident that neither Apoſtles, Prophets, 
nor Evangeliſts, have Succeſſors in thoſe things, in which they 
were diſunguiſh'd from ordinary Miniſters ; and if Apoſtles 
the principal and chief of all theſe were Presbyters, as to then n 
ordinary Capacity, and the ſtanding permanent part of their 
Office, the Prophets and Evangeliſts who were inferiour ure 
them, can't be * * to be more. A 

Aud thus, Sir, I have endeavour'd to follow your Ex. 
ample, and to lay down my Opinion in the foregoing Pro 
poſitions, I can't but think you are-oblig'd to make this Point ho « 
very plain to the People, fince you lay fo great a ſtreſs on it, 
in the Matters of Salvation; and therefore tho 1 do not dil- 
like, as I hinted before, your Method with Reference to mi the 
ſelf, yer I can't think it very fair in you to uſe it, whenWcf 
you ſeem to own it to be above the common Capacity: And Fre 
that I may make things as plain as I can, give me leave 
for the ſake of ſuch, to give this plain and ſhort Repreſen ¶ ia, 
tation of my Opinion: That, whoever are rightly ordaindMWy 
to the Office of Presbyters, have all the Power which God po- 
in his Word has giv'n to Presbyters; but God has, in hi Di 
Word, giv'n the Power of Ordination to Presbyters, there (0 
fore Presbyters have the Power of Ordination. the 

I ſhall be hereafter ready, God willing, to confider what ju, 
you ſhall alledge in oppoſition to my Propoſitions, and fhallWby 
now come to give you my thoughts concerning thoſe you har an 
advanc'd, though you may eafily gueſs from what I hau vet 
already laid down, what my ,Apprehenſions are concerniq th. 
them. ons $5 I y Ev 

. You 


E 


aatroverſy.; For the Controverſy being, /bet her Presbyters 
ve valid Authority to ordain at well as Biſhops, if it appear 
have, Presbyterian Ordination will be ſafe and valid, tho 
is Propoſition be granted, and therefore to avoid the length- 
ing our Diſpute, I ſhall anfwer your other Propoſitions, on 
uppoſition of the Truth of this; That the Validity of any 


him or them, by whom is perform'd the ſaid Ordination. You 
dd, therefore, 

II. The Validity of Presbyterian Ordination, practis d at the 

Reformation, | does not immediately depend on the valid Authority 
F thoſe call d Presbyters in the New Teſtament, becauſe by them 
nas not perform d the ſaid Ordination. 
L anſwer, the Validity of Presbytetian Ordination, agcord- 
to our preſent Hypotheſis, depends on two things ; 
„) The Validity of the Ordination of thoſe Presbyters (who 
lid ordain) to the Office of Presbyters : for if they were 
emſelves rightly ordain'd to that Office, they were thereby 
reſted with all the Powers, which according to the Scriptures, 
0 belong to that Office. (2.) The Validity of Presbyterian 
Ordination (ſuppofing the Ordainers rightly ordain'd them- 
elves) depends immediately: on the Power annex'd by Di- 
ine Appointment. to the Office of Presbyters. And therefore 
it the Prespyters in the New Teſtament had valid Authority 
to ordain,  thole, who are rightly conſtituted Presbyters, have 
a Power to ordain others allo. | 

And therefore this is what I did and do ſtill infiſt on; that 
the Power and Authority belonging to Presbyters is to be judg'd 
ot by the Scriptures, and not by the ſenſe in which the word 
a Prexbyters was us'd at the Reformation. 


"v8 And. by this, I luppoſe, you may fee that my firſt Remark 
I ſands good, and that 'tis with good Reaſon I ſaid the Scrip- 
00 wes are our, only Rule, viz.: by which we are to judge of the 
oi power that belongs to this Office ; and as this depends on a 
ES Divine Inſtitution and Appointment, it is always the fame ; 
Flo that your diſlinction is here of no moment. For what tho 
the dd, be not the immediate Rule, whereby we are 10 

Wa judge all things ; what tho it ſuppoſes the Light of Nature, 
a by which we judge of many things, what tho "tis by feaſe 
uind , Teſtimony we are to judge of Matters of Fact; 
u et tis clear, we cannot judge of the Good or Evil, of 
Vie. Validity or Invalidity of any Act, whoſe Good or 
Evil, Validity or Ipvalidity, depends on ſome poſitive In- 
5 F 4 {titution, 


L. Tour firſt e I conceive; does not affect the 


rdinat ion does immediately depend on the valid Authority of 
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Nitution, but by the Inſtitution it fel, and that can be learn] 
only from the Scripture; and therefore I take it for certzin 
that the Scriptures are here immediately concern'd, and tha 
tis by them only we can determine this Matter, and I cant 
allow the receding one jot from that Rule in this Controverſy, 

III. Your Third Propofition is cloſely connected with the 
ſecond, and is anſwer'd in ſpeaking to it. 

IV. Your fourth Propoſition will be ſpoken to under the 
other Propofitions, which contain the Partieulars of it. 

V. As to your 5h Propofition, you may eaſily j aiagine 
what I fay to it, both from my Remarks, and from my Pro 
| gar I flatly deny the Doctrine of the threefold Or. 

er to be true, and I can't ſee, why you ſhould+ not have ap- 
© ply'd your ſelf immediately to the Proof of it; and ther- 
ore till you have prov'd this, my ſecond Remark of con 
derable Weight. For fince you own' that Presbyters at the 
time of the Reformation were Officers of Divine Appoint- 
ment, I lay it down for certain, that *tis from the Divine 
8 or Commiſſion we are to judge of the Power 
which belongs to them. 48 E n an 

You here add, That in my third Remark I quite Miſtake the 
Point debated, For you do by no Means ſay 155 Presbyters & 
the Reformation, had not the Power of Ordination, hecmie 
their Ordainers did not deſign to give it them, but becauſe tht 
Power of Ordination did not 2 to them by Divine Inſtitution, 

Let any impartial Perſon judge, whether T' miſtook the 
Point debated according to your ſtaring it. How could the 
Controverſy here in this Place be about the Divine Inſlitu- 
tion, when in the beginnnig of your Argument you waved 
the Conſideration of the Holy Scriptures? How could I think 
you would pretend to argue from a Divine Inſtifution, with- 
out having recourſe to the Holy Scriptures, where alone that 
Inſtitution can be found? I leave it to your ſelf, who muſl 
be ſuppos'd to underſtand the Deſign of your own Argument 

ſt, to account for this. * | 

But however let rhe Reader confider thoſe words of 
yours, That whoſoever would judge nright of the Validity or In 
validity of (what has been ever fince the Reformation call d) Pref: 
byterian Ordination, muſt in the firſt Place duely inform himſelf, 
in what ſenſe the word Presbyter was taken az the ſaid time of 
the Reformation, what Order of Miniſtry was then known or dr 
ftinguijh'd by that Name, and with what Miniſterial Pywer thoſe 
then call'd Hesbyters were inveſled by Virtue of the Ordination 
they themſelves had receiv'd. Letter to Mr. D. p.22. I am wit 


ling 
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Jing to leave it to any candid and impartial Reader to judge, 
whether theſe words did not give me ſufficient Cauſe to fe- 
rev you as arguing from the Senfe of thoſe-Times, what” 
otions were then'receiv'd of the Office of Presbyters, and 
„chat Power they were then ſuppos'd to receive, and conſe- 
ie WY quently their Ordainers did defign to give; for if the Senſe of 
the Men in thoſe Times is here to come into Confideration, 

ne certainly the Senſe of the Ordainers themſelves is principally 
to be regarded. And if fo, then that Conſequence I menti- 

ne on'd, will naturally and neceſſarily - follow : But if you ar- 
0 gue from a' Divine Inſtitution, which I could not when I 


- wrote the Remarks, (nor can I now) difcern, J am willing to 

1-8 debare this Matter farther with you, as that by which alone 

re-W this part of the Controverſy can be decided. 

1 VI. Your Sixth Propoſition falls with the Fifth, and there- 

ba fore I need not ſpeak particularly to it. 

. VII. Your Seventh Propofition I allow. 

ne VIII. Your 8th Propoſition is this; According to the Do- 

or ly ine of the twofold Order, it neceſſarily follows that of the three 
Orders (which did obtain, and can by Ecclefiaſtical Hiſtory be 

the BY demonſtrated- from the Apoſtles time to the Reformation) the 

i 8 Middle Order, to which the Name of Presbyters was all along ap- 

j proprizted; for the time above ſpecify'd, was not of Divine or 

; 47015 
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o this T-anſwer ; That whereas many did by miſlake 
judge the Offices of a Biſhop and of a Presbyter to be two di- 


he tint and different Offices, when they were really but one 
tu. Wand the ſame according to Divine Inſtitution ; ſo thoſe who 
ed WW were ordain'd to the Office of a Biſhop, or of a Presbyter, 
nk WF were ordained really to the ſame Office, and conſequently 
th- were inveſted with the fame Power. And therefore the 
1t WF whole Matter does depend on the Divine Inſtitution, and 


dot on Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, fince tis by the Divine Inſtitu- 
tion we are to correct the Miſtakes of After-times; tho L 
think Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory affords ſeveral conſiderable Te- 


of Wſlimonies' on our ſide, and ſome of them more ancient than 
In ¶ what our Adverſaries can alledge. But I am willing to ſhorten 
che Diſpute, and therefore refer wholly tothe Divine Inſtitution. 
This Anſwer to your Eighth Propoſition, is a full Anſwer 
Fo all your other Propoſitions which follow; and therefore I 
ar need not ſpeak particularly to them. ; 

oe WF My 4th Remark againſt which you object, appears from 


what has been ſaid to be of conſiderable weight. For if the 
denſe of rhe Times before the Reformation is to be _ 
er” 7 
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der d, ſo is the Senſe of the Times after the Reformation, 
when thoſe Presbyters (I ſpoke of) were ordain d: And 
therefore, if according to the Senſe of the Times after the Re. 
formation, and eſpecially if according to the Senſe of the 
Ordainers, thoſe Presbyters had by Divine Inſtitution the 
Power of Ordination, your own Argument will be concly- 
Gve againſt your ſelf, unleſs you can ſhew wherein I have mi- 
ſtaken it. 14 1 I 

And thus, Sir, I have given you my Thoughts of your 
Propoſitions as clearly as I could, and I hope with the mix- 
ture of nothing offenſive, I aſſure you, 'tis'a through Con. 
viction of Truth has caus d me to engage in this Contro. 
verſy; tis Truth I purſue ; and I bleſs God I can and do 
embrace, on which ever fide it appears to me to lie. And 
therefore know not of any one particular Deaomination, or 
Party, with which I wholly. agree, which I hope may be 2 
ſufficient Evidence that I am neither led by Intereſt nor Pre- 
judice; and ſo may encourage you to write with the ſame 
Calmueſs that appears in your Letter to my (elf, and I think 
in this to you, I declare I ſhall, be ready to acknowledge 4 
ny thing I can learn from you. And as to your Requeſt, 
Efuppole. you are before this ſatisfy'd, how. ready I am to 
ſecond chat Motion; and have accordingly given Orders tw 
my Bookſeller as you defire. N 

Before 1 conclude, I muſt conſider the three things you 
take notice of in your Poſtſeript. 1 2 14 2550) 

1. had laid, Tis certain, our Proteſt ant Biſhops at the tine 
of the Refarmation, did look on the Offices of Biſbops and Presby- 
ters to be the ſame. by Dinine Right, as is plain from au Origina! 
of thoſe Limes; 4 Copy of which Bp. Burnet has given us in is 
Hiſtory of the Reformation, who apologizes for the ir Notion, and 
calls it, to the beſt of my Remembrance, the, Dregs of Popoy« 
Here you ay, gon wi I had mention'd the Volume and Page, 
and that you can t but think my Memory muſt ſomewhat fail me 
and that I deal /omewhat too freely with ſuch a Man of Parts, a 
Bp. Burnet is, by repreſenting him to apologize after ſo incoherent 
a manner. I think L can fully ſatisfie you in this Matter, it 
in nothing elſe. ttt a ee, 

Bp; Burnet then in the firſt Volume of that Hiſtory (24 E- 
dition) has in the latter Part of that Volume, p. 321. among 
the Addendz to the Collection of Records, given us chat 
Copy which I refer to; which is thus intituled, “ A Declz 
ration made of the Fuactions and Divine Inſtitution of 
“ Biſhops. and Prieſts, qu Oliginal. And therein we na 

h thele 
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deſe Words, p. 323. Lem, That this Office, this" Power 
« and Autbority was committed and given by Chriſt and his 
« Apoſtles to certain Perſons only ; that is to ſay, unto Prieſts 
« and Biſhops, whom they did elect, call, and admit there- 
« unto by their Prayers and Impofition of their Hands; and 
f. 324. « The Truth is, that in the New Teſtament there 
js no mention made of any Degrees or Diſtinctions in Or- 
« ders, but only of Deacons or Miniſters, and of Trieſts or 
« Biſhops. This was ſign'd by ſeven and thirty ands (be- 
5des ſome whoſe Names could not be read) and of theſe two 
vere Archbiſhops, and eleven Biſhops. | 
in the former part of the firſt Volume, where Bp. Burnet 
Wi; ſpeaking of this very Original, p. 366, he has rhele words, 
it having been (N. B.) the common Stile of the Age, to Iec- 
kon Biſhops and Prieſts as the lame Office, 'tis no wonder 
if at this time, the Clergy of this Church, the greateſt part 
« of them being till lea ven d with the old Superitition, and 
« the reſt of them not having ſpare- time enough to examine 
« ſeſſer Matters, retain'd full the former Phraſes in this 
« Particular. On this I have inſiſted the more, that it may 
« appear how little they have conſider'd things, who are ſo 
„fat carried with their Zeal againſt the Eſtabliſh'd Govern- 
ment of this Church, as to make much uſe of ſome Paſla- 
ges of the Schook-men and Canoniſts that deny them to 
u de diſunct Offices, for theſe are the very Dregs of Popery 3 
« the one raiſing the Prieſts higher for the fake of Tranſub- 
„ ftantiation ; the other pulling the Biſhops lower for the 
« ſake of the Pope's Supremacy, and by ſuch means bring- 
ing them almoſt to an Equality. 0 
By this, 1 hope, it appears my Memory did not fail me, 
and that I have not dealt too freely with the firſt Reformers, 
or Bp. Burnet ; tho I'm far from judging Bp. Burnet's Apo- 
logy to be a juſt one. Fer tis evident they build not their 
Notions on School-men and Canoniits, but on the New Te- 
lament. And if they ſhould be ſuppos'd influenc'd by the 
Judgments of Men, 'twere perhaps more reaſonable to think 
they did regard the Opinion of ſome others, rather than that 
of School-men and Canoniſts: And eſpecially if we conſider 
g-. vat the Not ion of ſome then was, as we have it in another 
nz Irlace of the Collections in the ſame Vol. f. 226. (er down in 
har part by Bp. Stilliugficet allo, Iren. p. 392. The Biſhops 
- and Prieſts were at one time, and were net two things, 
of MW but both one Office in rhe beginning of Chriſt's Religion. 
ne A Biſhop may make a Prieſt, and lo may Princes and Go- 
ele | | © vernours 
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8" yernours alſo; and that by the Authority of God com. 
« mitted to them and the People alſo, by their Election. 
Tis pan, this Opinion: was of ſuch Latitude as to anſwey 
for the Validity of the Reform'd Ordinations abroad ; ang 
F they ſhould not be allow'd to have any regard to foreign 
Reformers, yet tis evident they regarded the Prince, rathe 
than the Opinions of School- men and Canoniſts. 

And as for the Opinion of others, I refer you to the afore. Wn 
mention'd Bp. Stillingfleet's Iren. p. 413. and to Mr. Baxter; ch 
Chriſtian Concord, (there cited) and his Treatiſe of Epiſco- Why 
pacy; Part the 2d, . 114. 19 

I may well therefore ſay this was theit Opinion; and u. 
concerns not me to reconcile it with what you mention tron W« \ 
the Preface to the Publick Form of Ordination; tho I m 
add in their behalf, that rhe State of Subſcriptions has n« WM... 
been always the ſame : Sometimes they have been mor 

teſs'd than at others; and ſeveral have held Preferment in 
the Church without ſubſcribing at all, as'Fohn Fox the Many: 
rolbgiſt, and ſeveral who had only Presbyterian Ordination; 
which is a farther Demonſtrat ion of what I aſſerted. I dont 
much wonder at what you ſay concerning Arch Biſhop Lau, 
nor do 1 think it worth while to contend about him: What 
I afferred you may ſee Proof of in the Authors refer'd to. 
Town he was what you ſay of Bp, Burnet, A MAN Of 
PARTS; but ir ſhall be always my unfeigned Deſire, that 
Men of his Diſpofition may be kept from the Exerciſe d 

ſuch a Power as that, which we know he had and uſed. 
2. The next thing you animadvert on, is, My deſiring m 
Reader to obſerve that which the Diſſenters are well pleas'd to ſc, 
that their Cauſe muſt ſtand or fall with thut of all the Proteſtant 
Churches. And here you ask me, whether I have not read 
in your's or other's Writings, that there is a vaſt different 
between the Caſe of our Presbyterian Ordination, and that of o. 
ther Proteſtant Churches beyond the Seas? foraſmuch as many f 
them alledge an utmoſt Neceſſity (not a Choice) in their taking u 

with Presbyterian Ordination, which we can't pretend to. 

No tho I knew very well, that ſome of your Writers do 
retend this in their behalf, yet I did-then, and do ill, 
think the Pretence has, not any good ground. For, (1.) Asto 
yous ſelf, your Argument makes no difference between them 
and us; and fo you can't but own, if you conſider what you 
fay with reference to your Theſes in this Letter to my le!t 
. 19. In ſbort, the Theſes prove, that any Ordinat ion perforn's 
65 a Hesbyter (tho Epiſcopally ordain d himſelf) whenever it " 
| performs, 


. 
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peforn', is invalid. (2.) I would fain know what that Ne- 
ceſlity is, which obliges them to be content without Epiſco- 
dination. For what tho they have not Eiſhops of 
| WF their own, might they not eaſily have ſome ordain'd here 
bp our Engliſh Biſhops: if they thought Biſhops ſo neceſfary ? 
Would our Engliſh Biſhops, do we think, have refus'd them 
this Kindnels ? Certainly they would not: And I would fain 
WW know why I muſt allow a greater Neceſſity in their Caſe, 
chan was allowed by Arch Bibop Laud, whom you fo high- 
> Wy value. You may ſee in his Life writ by Dr. Heylin, that 
when Bp. Hall was willing to allow,“ That Presbyterian 
u Government might be of uſe in ſome Cities or Ternto. ies. 
WW wherein Epiſcopal Government, through Iniquity o 
Times, could not be had, p. 389. Bp. Laud was by no 
means willing to grant this, and therefore in anſwer to it, 
has theſe Words, F. 301.“ Firſt, I pray you conſider whe- 
« ther this Conceſſion be not needleſs here, and in its ſelf 
% of dangerous Conſequence : Next, I conceive there is no 
place where Epiſcopacy may not be had, if there be a 
Church more than in Title only: And more to the ſame 
purpole may be there read. Or why ſhould I allow fuch a 
Neceſlity as Bp. Taylor would not allow : Whoſe Epiſcopacy 
ſerted I find thus cited, p. 191. M. Du Pleſſis, a Man of 
Honour and great Learning atteſts, that at the Reformation 
mere were many Arch Biſhops and Cardinals in Germany, 
„ Frauce and Italy, &c. that join'd in the Reformation, 
* whom they might but did not employ in their Ordina- 
tions; and therefore what Neceſſity can be pretended in 
BY Caſe I would fain learn, that I might make their De- 
fence. 


2088 3. If ſome few have pretended Neceſſity, there are a vaſt 
a Wumber more that have join'd with us in aſſerting the Iden- 
Fi of a Biſhop and Presbyter, and have ſtiffly pleaded for it. 
o which purpoſe I need only to refer to the Remarks on Mr. 
mes Lacy's Anſwer, p. 170, &c. In which Author you 


ill find (if I miſtake not) an Anſwer to a great part of your 
Teſtimonies. | 

4. I may well ſay of the publick Confeſſions of thoſe Chur- 
hes, what you {ay of the Preface to the Publick Form of 


Ordination in the Church of England, p. 14. of this your 


[0 Wetter to me, What more authentick Teſtimony can be produc'd 
ehe this purpoſe ? And yet you may ſee in the ſame Author, 
. 6s That in their Confeſſions they acknowledge the Iden- 
o ot Biſbops and Presbyters. 22 


5. Should 


5. Should it be ſuppos'd, that theirs were a Caſe of Ne. 
ceſſity, we may alledge the fame. For what could they do 
who were ordain'd when the Biſhops were ejected? Wa 
not theirs as much a Caſe of Neceſlity then, as that of the 
Proteſtants abroad? Or again, let the Caſe be put of thode 
who have been ordained fince 1662. If any unlawful Terms 
are impos'd on us, and without complying with them thz 
Biſhops, according to the Law of the Land, will not ordain, 
we are not to comply with thoſe Terms; and therefore as ve 
are fully convinc'd this is the true State of our Caſe, we 
can't but judge ours is a Caſe of N as well as their, 
And I believe there are very few of us who would have te 
fus'd an Ordination .meerly becauſe Epiſcopal. I can ſpeak 
this for my ſelf, tho I judge Presbyterian Ordination as valid 
as Epiſcopal, to all intents and purpoſes ; befides that of Pre- 
ferment by the Laws of the Land, yet Prudence would have 
led me to have choſen Epiſcopal Ordination rather, had then 
not been ſuch Terms impos'd as I could not be farisfy'd to 
comply with. And fince we can't have it with ſafe Conſa- 
ences, and are ſatisfy d that tis not neceſſary, we are ealy, as 
the Proteſtants abroad are, without ir. And for thele Rex 
ſons I ſtill inſiſt on what Ifaid; and am fo far from eſteem- 
ing it (as you call it) 2 Ham, that I look on the conſiderable 
Difference you pretend, to be really nothing elſe. 

he third Particular you mention, is, that I ſay, your pre- 
tending to come to Scripture is but a blind, for you drop it befort 
you come to the End of your Argument. | 

The Caſe is plainly this, you pretend to prove by Scripture, 
that Presbyterian Ordination is not valid: And here, if! 
underſtand your Argument, it runs thus: 

Ordination, perform'd by Perſons not themſelves inveſted 
with the Power of Ordination, is not valid. 

Ordination by Presbyteis is perform'd by Perſons not in- 
veſted with the Power of Ordination. 

Therefore Ordination by Presbyters is not valid. 

Now here is, of the two Premiſes, one that is not matter 
of diſpute ; and that is, that Ordination perform'd by Per 
ſons who are not themſelves inveſted with the Power of O. 
dination, is not valid, and fo this needed not to be prov's 
at all; and yet this is the only thing attempted to be prov 
by Scripture. Bur the other of the Premiſes, which is the 
main matter of the Controverſy, and on the Truth of which 
your Concluſion as much depends as on the Truth of ti: 
ether, is not once attempted to be prov'd by Scripture : = 

| 


L 


Ne 
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for this reaſon I ſaid, you drop'd the Scripture before you 
got to the End of your A — 6 . „ 

Ithink all will grant, that a Man who pretends to prove 
any thing by Scripture, muſt from thence be able to prove 
'» WI whatever he advances in order to the Picof of it; and*con- 
.. Wlequently you could not juſtly pretend to have given a Seri 
eure Proof of your Concluſion, unleſs you had prov'd bot 
thoſe Premiſes on which it was grounded ; and eſpecially 
„ Wunleſs you had prov'd by the Scripture the main Propoſition 
ys Wdenied by your Adverſaries, So that if what I ſaid be not 
„ Wtrue, I can't {ee how you can eſcape the Charge of another 4 
e- Fault in arguing ; and that is, the begging the thing in que- I. 
* Wilton, I mean while you advance not any of that Proof you 1 
4 Wpropos'd, but take that for granted which is the Point in de- 

te; as this is really it, Whether Presbyters have the Tower of 
Ordination or no ; Or elſe your Argument is one and the 
ſame when you argue from Scripture, and when you do not; 
which I had taken notice of, and ſounds, I conteſs, a little 
odd, And thus I have review'd your Pollſcript. 

And now I ſhall only add, that I heartily concur with you 
in your Prayers to God, that he of his infinite Mercy, would 
bleſs and direct us both in a fincere and impartial Enquiry 
beter Truth, and in your Defires of the Prayers of all good 

Chriſtians to the ſame end. 
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Fl 1 am, 
| 
E Reverend Sir, 
e 
Tour moſt Affelt ionate, 
Il. 
And Faithful Servant 
Newbury, Decemb. 
tet 13, 1706. In Chriſt, 
e- 
Or | 
vd 


James Peirce. 
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The Neceſſity of a Regular Miſſion to the Miniſtry : Aſſzr- 
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1705. By Daniel Mayo, M. A. Ofavo. 

Some Letters concerning the Validity of Ordination Vi 
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